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MEMORANDUM 
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DATE: 
SUBJECT: 


Interested  Parties 

Hillary  Gitelman,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
November  22,  2000 

Attached  Comments  and  Responses  to  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  Case  No.  1999. 455E,  New  de Young  Museum  Project 


The  attached  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  responds  to  comments  made 
by  you  and  others  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  above 
referenced  project  and  is  presented  for  your  information.  This  document,  along  with  the 
DEIR,  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  an  advertised  public  meeting 
on  December  7,  2000  wherein  the  Commission  will  determine  whether  to  certify  the 
Final  EIR  as  complete  and  adequate. 

You  should  note  that  in  receiving  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document  in 
addition  to  the  DEIR,  you  will  technically  have  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  in  this  project. 
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  for  the  New  deYoung  Museum,  and  responses  to 
those  comments.  Also  included  are  errata  and  staff-initiated  text  changes  to  the  EIR. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  Planning 
Commission  on  August  24,  2000,  and  all  written  comments  received  during  the  Draft  EIR 
public  review  period  from  July  22,  2000  to  August  29,  2000  are  presented  herein  by  direct 
quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  non-substantive  materials  only.  In  some  instances, 
minor  edits  have  been  made  to  the  public  hearing  transcript;  changes  other  than  editorial 
corrections  are  noted. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  generally  arranged  by  topic 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed 
by  its  set  of  responses.  Responses  generally  provide  clarification  of  the  Draft  EIR.  They 
occasionally  include  changes  in,  or  additions  to,  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR.  These 
modifications  are  indented  and  bolded  within  the  response  to  make  them  easily  discernible. 
Newly  inserted  words  and  phrases  are  underlined,  as  are  new  sentences  that  are  incorporated 
into  existing  text.  Underlining  is  not  used  if  the  modification  is  all  new  text.  Text  that  is 
deleted  is  denoted  with  strike  through.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of 
other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  comments  and 
responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs,  cross  references  are 
provided. 
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B.  List  of  Commentors 


Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  for 
informational  purposes. 

The  public  hearing  transcript,  a  copy  of  all  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period,  the 
administrative  record,  and  background  documentation  for  this  EER  are  contained  in  Case  File 
1999. 455E,  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department, 
1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

B.  LIST  OF  COMMENTORS 

The  following  individuals  submitted  written  comments  during  the  public  comments  period  of 
July  22,  2000  through  August  29,  2000,  and/or  provided  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing 
on  August  24,  2000  on  the  New  de  Young  Museum  Project  Draft  EIR. 

Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
(written  comments,  August  23,  2000) 

Margarite  Archer  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 
John  Barbey  (written  comments,  August  29,  2000) 
Olive  and  John  Borgsteadt  (written  comments,  August  26,  2000) 
Roger  Brandon  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24, 
2000,  and  written  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Jim  Chappell,  President,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (public 
hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Alice  C.  Furst  (written  comments,  August  29,  2000) 

Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum  (public  hearing  comments,  August 
24,  2000,  and  written  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (written  comments, 
August  23,  2000) 
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B.  List  of  Commentors 


Chooi  Eng  Grosso  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Leigh  Jordan,  Coordinator,  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System  (written 
comments,  August  21,  2000) 

Michael  Katz  (written  comments,  August  28,  2000) 

Jim  Killoran,  Project  Director,  New  Asian  Art  Museum  Commission  (public  hearing 
comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Walter  C.  Kocian  (written  comments,  August  26,  2000) 

Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors  (public  hearing 
comments,  August  24,  2000,  and  written  comments,  August  29,  2000) 

Ann  Lanzerotti,  M.D.,  and  Richard  Lanzerotti,  M.D.  (written  comments,  August  28,  2000) 

William  Leddy,  Vice  President,  Tanner  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects  (written  comments, 
August  18,  2000) 

Danny  Leone  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 
Michael  M.  Levin  (written  comments,  August  28,  2000) 
Toby  Levine  (public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

John  Loomis,  Chair  of  the  Architectural  Program,  California  College  of  Arts  and  Crafts 
(public  hearing  comments,  August  24,  2000) 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK  (written  comments,  August  29, 
2000) 

Tomasita  Medal  (written  comments,  August  20,  2000) 

Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (public  hearing  comments, 
August  24,  2000) 

Marlene  and  Sam  Rossi  (written  comments,  August  26,  2000) 
Ramelle  Ruff  (written  comments,  August  29,  2000) 

Sally  Ann  Ryan,  Arts  Supervisor,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (public  hearing 
comments,  August  24,  2000) 
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B.  List  of  Commentors 


Emily  J.  Sano,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum  of  San  Francisco  (written  comments, 
August  21,  2000) 

David  Snyder,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition  (written  comments, 
July  27,  2000) 

Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  MUNI  (written  comments,  September  22,  2000) 
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C.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


GENERAL 


Notice  of  Draft  EIR  Availability 
Comments 

It  has  been  very  difficult  to  review  the  DEIR  before  the  public  comment  deadline  because 
organizations  in  the  Sunset  District  have  not  received  notice  or  copies  of  the  document.  The 
day  before  the  EIR  hearing  on  August  24,  two  representatives  of  SPEAK  had  to  make  a  special 
trip  to  the  30  Van  Ness  office  to  pick  up  copies  of  the  DEIR,  since  one  of  them  had  chanced  to 
see  the  DEIR  public  hearing  on  the  Planning  Commission  calendar  for  that  day.  Asking  for  a 
copy  of  the  Transportation  Study  revealed  that  there  were  no  copies  for  the  public  and  the 
planner  had  to  loan  out  her  own  copy.  Failure  to  notify  any  individuals  or  groups  in  the  Sunset 
District  which  has  a  long  border  with  Golden  Gate  Park  and  several  major  vehicular  access 
points  to  the  Concourse  and  Museums  Area  (9th  Avenue,  MLK  Drive  in  its  origin  at  Kezar 
Drive  and  7th  Avenue)  cannot  constitute  adequate  notification  and  distribution  of  the  DEIR. 
SPEAK  Board  member  Mary  Anne  Miller  had  called  the  Department,  and  you,  Ms.  Gitelman, 
repeatedly  over  the  many  months  to  inquire  about  the  publication  of  the  DEIR  and  when  it 
would  be  available.  Still  our  name  was  omitted  from  the  distribution  list.  (Mary  Anne  Miller, 
Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK) 

I  received  the  EIR  this  morning,  and  what  I  would  like  would  be  a  continuance  to  submit  my 
comments  in  writing  on  the  29th.  I  will  try  to  make  them  verbally  right  now,  but  it  is  difficult, 
because  I  did  just  get  in  this  morning.  .  . 

1 .  Neighborhood  distribution  and  notification. 

The  draft  EIR  document  should  have  been  distributed  to  the  neighborhood  groups  that  had 
shown  an  interest  in  the  deYoung's  plans.  It  was  not,  as  verified  by  the  document  (pp  96-108), 
which  shows  it  was  mailed  to  approximately  210  groups  and  individuals  and  to  only  one 
neighborhood  group,  the  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (whose  address,  incidentally, 
is  NOT  in  the  Richmond  district  at  all).  No  public  notification  (on  telephone  poles,  etc.)  of  the 
draft  EIR  was  made  anywhere  in  the  neighborhood  adjoining  the  Park  to  the  south  or  east  of 
the  de Young  Museum. 

The  environmental  impact  of  the  deYoung's  plans  seriously  affect  the  immediate  neighbors  to 
south  and  east.  The  lack  of  notification  and  distribution  is  in  clear  violation  of  the  intent  and 
spirit  of  the  law.  This  error  is  especially  egregious  because  the  neighbors  to  the  south  and  east 
at  the  present  already  have  the  most  serious  impacts  of  traffic,  street  activity,  and  concentration 
of  daily  population  (with  UCSF  estimating  a  daily  population  of  16-18,000).  It  is  also  quite 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

General 

suspicious  on  the  part  of  the  City,  since  it  is  those  neighborhood  groups  that  were  the  most 
critical  of  the  deYoung's  new  plans,  including  HANC,  CVIA,  and  ISPN. 

Mitigation:  Distribute  the  draft  EIR  to  a  wider  net.  Put  up  public  notices  in  the  neglected 
neighborhoods.  Extend  the  comment  period  to  allow  those  groups  to  meet  and  discuss  the 
impacts  identified  by  the  draft.  This  would  be  a  minimum  of  4  weeks  and  preferably  6  weeks 
to  allow  those  groups  to  contact  their  membership.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member, 
Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

I  do  want  to  point  out  that  the  matter  of  a  continuance  was  brought  up  earlier  today,  and  I 
spoke  briefly  at  the  microphone,  saying  —  actually  thinking  I  would  oppose  it.  I  don't  know 
who  brought  up  that  continuance.  That  was  not  brought  up  again,  but  since  that  time  a  number 
of  people  have  shown  up  here  from  the  Sunset  Parkside  area;  people  that  I  know  who  have  not 
been  notified  —  and  did  not  even  get  the  EIR  until  yesterday.  I  myself  am  fully  prepared  to 
talk  to  you  today,  but  I  think  on  behalf  of  all  the  people  who  were  not  notified  of  this,  there 
should  be  continuance  granted  on  it.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
Museum) 

Response 

The  Planning  Department  notices  availability  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  public  hearing  and 
review  period  through  legal  advertisement  in  the  San  Francisco  Independent;  posting  of  the  site 
and  vicinity  with  notices;  mailing  the  DEIR  to  the  agencies,  organizations  and  individuals 
listed  on  EIR  pp.  94-98;  and  mailing  notices  of  availability  to  other  parties,  as  noted  on  EIR 
pp.  98-106.  While  the  commentor's  organization  may  not  have  received  a  mailed  notice,  the 
Draft  EIR  notification  procedures  were  completed  consistent  with  Planning  Department 
practices  and  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15087.  The  DEIR  was  mailed  to  the 
Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods,  which  represents  37  neighborhood  associations, 
including  approximately  seven  associations  in  the  east  and  south  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 


EIR  Adequacy 
Comments 

I  have  reviewed  the  DEIR  in  detail,  and  there  is  no  question  that  the  DEIR  is  adequate,  and 
fulfills  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  law. 
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General 


In  addition,  our  board  has  reviewed  the  issues  relating  to  the  De Young  on  numerous  occasions, 
and  our  urban  policy  committee  has  reviewed  the  proposed  comment  design.  (Jim  Chappell, 
President,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association) 

We  know  that  you  can't  please  everybody,  but  please  try  to  see  that  all  the  pros  and  all  the 
cons  of  the  proposed  new  museum  are  fairly  presented.  (Olive  and  John  Borgsteadt) 

People  for  a  New  de  Young  (PNdeY)  is  a  grassroots  organization  that  was  founded  in  October 
1999  in  response  to  the  public's  outcry  against  the  New  de  Young  Museum's  lack  of  contextual 
relevance  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park.  While  greatly  concerned  with  the  project's  compatibility 
with  the  Music  Concourse,  PNdeY  takes  no  positions  on: 

•  The  architectural  style  of  the  building,  e.g.,  traditional  versus  modern, 

•  The  de  Young's  location  in  or  out  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park, 

•  The  parking  garage, 

•  Financing  the  new  museum. 

The  organization's  primary  Resolution  is  attached  as  Appendix  G. 

This  report  reflects  PNdeY's  point  of  view  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the 
new  de  Young  museum  fails  to  reflect  the  impact  of  the  project  on  its  environment. 

Among  other  concerns,  PNdeY  strongly  criticizes  the  report  for  its  weak  assumptions, 
mistaken  conclusions,  lack  of  neutrality,  and  disingenuous  use  of  wording  and  graphics.  The 
EIR,  which  is  supposed  to  be  an  objective  assessment  of  a  project's  impact,  reads  like  it  was 
prepared  by,  rather  than  for,  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  (FAMSF),  the  sponsors  of 
the  project.  .  . 

The  conclusion  of  this  report  is  that  the  Planning  Department  needs  to  support  the  writing  of  a 
realistic  EIR  for  the  new  de  Young,  and  preferably  for  all  three  Music  Concourse  projects. 
The  Planning  Department  also  needs  to  do  a  much  better  job  of  demonstrating  its  commitment 
to  neutrality,  honesty  and  legal  compliance  in  this  EIR.  .  . 

The  new  de  Young's  EIR  is  so  misleading  that  it  should  be  considered  a  political  rather  than  a 
planning  document.  Its  premises  are  so  far-fetched  and  the  conclusions  it  draws  are  so 
unrealistic  that  the  document  does  not  serve  its  purpose  under  the  law.  PNdeY  has  every 
confidence  that  if  challenged  it  will  be  overturned.  But  this  is  what  passes  for  planning  in  San 
Francisco  in  the  year  2000. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  in  an  unenviable  position.  It  can't  write  a  proper 
EIR  because  political  forces  won't  allow  it.  Yet  opponents  of  this  project  will  not  let  this  EIR 
go  unchallenged,  because  the  Park  and  the  people  of  San  Francisco  want  and  deserve  a 
museum  that  is  compatible  with  the  Concourse. 
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General 


We  believe  that  the  best  course  is  for  the  Planning  Department  to  acknowledge  the  EIR's 
failings,  reject  it  and  instill  far  more  objectivity  into  a  new  EIR.  If  it  can't  correct  these  and 
other  problems,  it  should  delegate  responsibility  for  the  new  de  Young's  EIR  to  an  objective 
third  party.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

For  these  reasons  we  believe  this  inadequate  DEIR  should  be  restudied,  not  merely  with  the 
usual  perfunctory  Responses  to  Comments,  but  with  the  rewriting  of  the  document,  and 
additional  public  notification  upon  republication  of  the  document  as  supplemented. 
(Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK) 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  position  taken  by  "People  for  a  New  de  Young"  relative  to  the 
EIR  recently  submitted  to  the  Planning  Commission.  This  report  appears  inadequate  and 
superficial  in  its  assessment  of  the  true  impact  of  this  building  project  on  Golden  Gate  Park. 
The  Planning  Commission  would  better  serve  the  interests  and  needs  of  the  City  by  requesting 
that  another,  more  objective  and  realistic,  EIR  be  done  relative  to  the  building  of  the  new 
de  Young.  (Alice  C.  Furst) 

Among  other  concerns,  People  for  a  New  De  Young  strongly  criticizes  the  report  for  its  weak 
assumptions,  mistaken  conclusions,  lack  of  neutrality,  and  disingenuous  use  of  wording  in 
practice. 

This  EIR  —  which  is  supposed  to  be  an  objective  assessment  of  the  project's  impact  --  reads 
like  it  was  required  by,  rather  than  for,  a  fine  arts  museum  of  San  Francisco  —  which  launches 
the  project.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 


Response 


Some  of  the  above  comments  assert  that  information  in  the  DEIR  is  incomplete,  that  the 
document  should  be  rewritten,  and  that  notice,  recirculation  and  public  review  of  a  revised  EIR 
is  necessary  prior  to  certification.  The  comments  above  do  not  include  specific  questions  or 
comments  on  the  DEIR  content  itself.  This  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document 
responds  to  comments  on  the  DEIR  and  does  clarify,  amplify  or  make  other  insignificant 
modifications  to  the  DEIR,  in  response  to  specific  oral  and  written  comments  received  during 
the  public  comment  period. 

The  responses  to  comments  contained  herein  do  not  identify  new  significant  environmental 
impacts,  more  severe  environmental  impacts,  or  different  project  alternatives  or  mitigation 


1999.455E  EJJP  10296-00 

  C&R.8   

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT  NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

General 

measures  that  would  lessen  significant  environmental  effects  of  the  project.  No  significant  new 
information  has  been  added  to  the  EIR  that  would  require  recirculation  of  the  document. 

Topics  in  the  Initial  Study 

Comment 

The  heart  of  the  EIR  is  its  Section  III.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  contained  on  pages 
17  through  80.  This  section  is  notable  for  explaining  several  of  the  laws  this  project  breaks, 
then  stating  no  apparent  justification  that  these  transgressions  have  no  impacts. 

It  is  also  notable  for  its  omissions.  For  example,  the  introduction  to  this  section  states,  "The 
Initial  Study  [something  of  a  pre-EIR]  determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  project 
would  be  either  insignificant,  or  would  be  reduced  to  a  less  significant  level  by  mitigation 
measures  included  in  the  project  and  thus  required  no  further  analysis:  light  and  glare; 
population;  employment  and  housing;  noise;  construction-related  air  quality;  utilities  and 
public  services;  biology;  geology  and  topography;  water;  energy  and  natural  resources; 
hazards  and  cultural  resources." 

And  who  determines  what  does  or  doesn't  go  into  the  EIR?  The  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  a.k.a.  the  EIR's  author.  Many  of  these  very  questions  [were]  called  to  account  in 
a  January  27,  2000  letter  from  PNdeY  to  the  Planning  Department,  but  omitted  from  the  EIR. 
This  letter  is  attached  as  Appendix  A. 

PNdeY  is  concerned  that  too  many  of  the  aforementioned  omissions  are  being  ignored  at  the 
public's  expense.  Samples  of  these  concerns  are  as  follows: 

♦  Light  and  Glare:  To  what  extent  will  the  high-rise  be  lit  at  night?  Will  there  be  exterior 
lighting  of  the  structure?  What  are  the  high-rise's  window  configurations,  since  the 
EIR's  renderings  show  no  windows  at  all?  How  will  the  windowed  viewing  area  be  lit 
at  night,  for  special  events  or  during  normal  use  during  winter  months? 

♦  Biology:  What  is  the  impact  of  a  high-rise  on  birds,  particularly  birds  nesting  in  nearby 
trees?  To  what  extent  will  pigeons  displace  species  like  sparrows? 

♦  Hazards:  Will  the  high-rise,  being  by  far  the  tallest  structure  in  the  area,  be  required  to 
have  red  airplane  warning  lights  atop  it? 

♦  Cultural  Resources:  How  does  a  stark  building  with  a  14  story  high-rise  relate  to  the 
cultural  resonance  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  its  Beaux  Arts  Music  Concourse?  How 
will  people  respond  to  this  type  of  building  in  a  pastoral  setting? 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

General 


This  is  not  a  comprehensive  list  of  PNdeY's  lesser  concerns,  but  it  provides  an  indication  of 
important  omissions  from  the  EIR.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
Museum) 

Response 

In  response  to  comments  on  the  DEIR,  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document 
provides  additional  information  on  project  characteristics  pertaining  to  Visual  Quality,  Light 
and  Glare,  on  p.  C&R.40,  which  describe  nighttime  lighting,  potential  for  glare,  and  beacons 
or  other  hazard  lighting  on  the  Educational  Tower.  As  described  on  DEIR  p.  A.  12,  in 
Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  that 
would  substantially  impact  other  properties  in  the  project  area.  The  project  would  replace  an 
existing  building,  which  includes  an  existing  125-foot  tower,  with  a  new  structure  on  a  smaller 
footprint.  As  described  on  DEIR  p.  A.  18,  in  Appendix  A,  Initial  Study,  the  project  "would 
not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species."  Please  also  see  the  response  to 
comments  regarding  Visual  Quality,  Context  of  the  Project  Site,  p.  C&R.33,  for  additional 
information  on  the  relationship  between  cultural  resources  and  the  proposed  project  design. 


1999.455E  EIP  10296-00 

  C&R.10   

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT  NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Project  Description 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
Project  Location 
Comments 


Page  4  -  There  should  be  a  map  that  identifies  the  jurisdictional  boundary  of  the  Concourse 
Authority.  The  document  should  specify  the  limitations,  if  any,  the  Authority  may  impose  on 
the  development  of  the  new  museum.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and 
Park  Department) 

Fourth,  Land  deeded  to  the  de Young.  What  are  the  exact  physical  dimensions  or  survey 
specifications  of  land  deeded  to  the  museum  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  the 
Planning  Commission,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  City  Charter.  Please  explain  in  detail 
when  each  new  parcel  was  deeded  to  the  museum  and  what  total  land  is  available  to  the 
museum.  If  new  land  will  be  occupied  by  the  new  museum,  explain  what  process  must  be 
followed  for  that  land  to  be  legally  deeded  to  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco. 

Mitigation  measure:  Do  not  certify  the  EIR  until  the  land  is  properly  deeded.  (Philip  D. 
Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

And  thirdly,  I  would  like  a  description  of  the  land  deeded  to  the  museum.  What  is  the  land 
deeded  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Rec  and  Park  Commission,  the  Planning  Commission, 
and  the  charter  to  the  museum?  And  what  is  the  process  for  them,  if  they  go  beyond  the 
boundaries,  to  acquire  this  other  land?  (Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Response 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998,  enacted  by  Proposition  J,  created  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Concourse  Authority.  The  act's  main  purposes  are  to  create  pedestrian  and 
other  design  improvements  in  the  Music  Concourse  area,  between  the  de  Young  Museum  and 
the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  to  improve  access  and  reduce  the  impact  of 
automobiles  in  the  park  as  a  whole.  The  Authority  is  also  empowered  to  create  a  800-  to 
1 ,000-space  parking  garage  within  or  near  the  Concourse.  The  act  does  not  define  a 
jurisdictional  boundary  for  the  Concourse  Authority  on  a  map.  Proposition  J  does  not  change 
the  ownership  of  land  from  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Furthermore,  it  provides 
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Project  Description 


specific  jurisdiction  and  oversight  of  Concourse  projects  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission. 

The  Authority  may  enter  into  agreements  with  City  of  San  Francisco  departments  such  as  the 
Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  as  well  as  other 
organizations  such  as  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  to  coordinate  the  construction  of  the 
garage;  the  Authority  has  no  direct  jurisdiction  over  development  of  the  New  de Young 
Museum. 

Section  5.101  of  the  City  Charter  gives  exclusive  charge  to  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San 
Francisco  (FAMSF)  of  trusts  or  assets  under  its  jurisdiction,  including  "any  land  or  buildings 
set  aside  for  their  use."  The  existing  site,  bounded  generally  by  Kennedy  Drive,  Tea  Garden 
Drive,  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  is  under  the  control  of  the  FAMSF  (see  Figure  C&R.l, 
Jurisdictional  Boundary  Map).  The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  be  within  these  boundaries, 
and  the  site  would  continue  under  FAMSF  control. 

Project  Characteristics 

Comment 

Commissioners,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Table  1  on  Page  12  of  the  booklet,  which 
gives  a  summary  of  the  proposed  uses  of  section  to  the  museum,  the  existing  space  devoted  to 
that,  and  proposed  space.  There  is  one  really  significant  change,  and  that  is  that  we  would  go 
from  91,600  square  feet  overall,  to  136,000  square  feet.  (Margarite  Archer) 

Response 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  p.  6,  notes  that  the  project  would  increase  the  floor  area 
of  the  de  Young  Museum  on  a  smaller  footprint.  Table  1,  DEIR  p.  12,  shows  this  change  from 
the  existing  footprint  of  136,000  square  feet  to  a  proposed  new  footprint  of  91,600  square  feet. 
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C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Project  Description 

Comments 


The  project  description  should  provide  the  other  main  consideration  for  construction  of  the 
education  tower  -  to  construct  an  observation  area  to  view  the  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the 
Pacific  Ocean.  The  description  should  indicate  that  the  160-foot  height  is  necessary  to  provide 
unobstructed  views  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  importance  of  this 
attraction  for  the  sustainability  of  the  museum.  The  impacts  associated  with  the  introduction  of 
the  observation  tower  element  as  a  new  use  to  the  museum  should  be  properly  evaluated  in  the 
traffic  analysis,  visual  analysis  and  historic  analysis  and  design  intent  of  the  park.  There  has 
been  concern  that  the  education  tower  will  be  used  to  support  large  gatherings.  It  will  be 
helpful  to  identify  the  capacity  of  the  tower  and  where  large  receptions  and  parties  will  be  held 
in  this  facility.  .  . 

Page  12  (Table  1  and  discussion  below)  -  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  floor  area  devoted 
to  the  overall  education  tower  element  and  compare  this  floor  area  to  the  floor  area  devoted  to 
the  existing  de Young  tower.  Provide  a  square  footage  breakdown  of  the  observation  area,  and 
clarify  whether  or  not  the  open  rooftop  of  the  tower  will  be  accessible  to  the  public  for  viewing 
the  surrounding  vistas.  The  elevations  in  the  area  of  Figure  6  should  have  a  scale 
representation;  and  again,  identify  the  park  trees  growing  nearby  and  what  their  heights  are 
and  the  height  of  landscape  berms  that  would  enhance  tree  heights.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein, 
General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

The  so-called  "tower"  proposed  cannot  be  compared  in  its  land  use  impacts  to  the  present  no- 
public-admission  tower  by  stating  that  the  existing  one  is  125  feet  tall  and  the  proposal  is  160 
feet  in  height  and  that  one  is  a  mere  extension  of  the  other.  The  building  of  a  160-foot  full 
occupancy  multi-use  building  in  Golden  Gate  Park  must  be  evaluated  for  what  it  is,  not  the 
continuation  and  height-augmentation  of  the  current  tower,  but  the  creation  of  new  how- 
many  ?-square-foot  high  rise  building.  This  reader  was  not  able  to  determine  the  square 
footage  of  the  new  tower  building  from  the  text  or  the  graphics  of  the  document  or  even  by 
laboriously  scaling  the  floor  plans,  since  the  separate  floors  of  the  tower  are  not  shown  in  the 
document  and  thus  cannot  even  be  scaled.  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President, 
SPEAK) 

TOWER  OR  HIGH-RISE? 

The  second  major  problem  is  the  consistent  application  of  the  misnomer  "tower"  to  describe 
the  high-rise  portion  of  the  structure.  There  should  be  no  mistake  that  what  FAMSF  is 
desperately  trying  to  call  a  "tower"  is  a  high-rise.  The  high-rise  is  not  only  160'  high,  as  tall 
as  a  14-story  building;  it  is  approximately  90'  wide  by  40'  in  depth.  The  mass  of  the  high-rise 
is  far  beyond  that  of  the  current  museum's  tower,  Coit  Tower,  or  the  Ferry  Building's  tower. 
Like  other  high-rises  it  will  be  regularly  occupied  during  normal  operating  hours.  It  will  also 
have  to  be  built  according  to  building  codes  governing  high-rises.  In  addition,  the  top  floor 
can  be  occupied  after  hours  as  a  space  for  special  events  like  museum  fundraisers,  corporate 
parties  or  even  as  a  bar/restaurant. 
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RECOMMENDATION  #2:  Change  all  references  to  "tower"  Tinl  the  EIR  to  "high-rise"  and 
publish  the  high-rise's  width  and  depth  along  with  references  to  its  height.  (Joe  Fusco, 
Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEER  p.  12,  describes  the  Educational  Tower  that  would 
include  educational  uses  with  volunteer  and  docent  training  facilities,  a  teacher  resource  center, 
a  library  reading  room,  artist  studio,  classrooms  and  observation  area.  The  proposed  tower  is 
described  in  the  DEIR  as  160  feet  tall  with  nine  usable  floors.  The  dimensions  would  be 
38  feet  by  92  feet.  The  existing  tower  is  125  feet  tall  and  is  approximately  48  feet  by  38  feet. 

The  DEIR  correctly  uses  "tower"  to  describe  that  element  of  the  proposed  project.  A  tower  is 
defined  as  a  building  or  structure  taller  than  its  diameter  or  floor  sizes,  and  higher  than 
surrounding  features.  The  tower's  characteristics  are  described  on  DEIR  p.  12,  and  illustrated 
in  Figure  6,  Longitudinal  Sections,  DEIR  p.  11  (and  in  Figure  6A,  p.  C&R.23  herein),  and  in 
text  and  figures  in  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  DEIR  pp.  27-38.  The  New  de  Young 
Museum,  including  the  Educational  Tower,  would  meet  all  required  building  and  life-safety 
codes. 

The  roof  of  the  Educational  Tower  would  not  be  accessible  to  the  public.  The  interior 
observation  area  may  be  used  in  conjunction  with  museum  educational  programs  or  for  smaller 
museum  events;  the  floor  area  would  not  accommodate  major  events  or  gatherings.  The  usable 
floor  area  of  the  tower,  excluding  exit  stairs,  elevators,  shafts,  wall  thickness,  voids,  etc., 
would  average  approximately  2,200  sq.ft.  per  floor  or  approximately  19,800  sq.ft.  total.  The 
tower  would  not  have  a  bar  or  restaurant.  The  existing  de  Young  Museum  and  Asian  Art 
Museum  currently  have  events  and  educational  activities;  and  such  uses  would  continue  at  the 
project  site.  Special  events  at  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would  not  be  expected  to  create  any 
substantial  traffic  effects  beyond  that  generated  by  current  activities.  In  addition,  some  of 
those  occur,  and  would  continue  to  occur,  in  evening  hours,  and  would  not  affect  peak  traffic 
or  parking  conditions.  The  observation  area  would  provide  views  of  Golden  Gate  Park, 
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surrounding  neighborhoods  and  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  observation  area  would  not  require 
admission  to  the  museum;  it  is  intended  as  a  public  amenity.  The  entire  museum  facility, 
including  the  Educational  Tower  and  its  observation  area,  will  be  open  concurrent  with  regular 
museum  hours  and,  similar  to  the  existing  facility,  will  be  open  additional  hours  for  special 
programs  and  events.  Currently,  the  de Young  Museum  is  open  Tuesday  through  Sunday,  from 
9:30  a.m.  to  5:30  p.m.,  with  regularly  scheduled  evening  hours  once  a  week.  Special 
exhibitions,  programs,  events  and  other  activities  often  occur  during  additional  evenings  or  on 
closed  days.  Future  museum  operating  hours  have  not  been  established  and  although  they  are 
anticipated  to  be  similar  to  the  existing  hours,  may  be  modified  or  expanded  in  the  future.  The 
existing  de  Young  Museum  tower  is  not  occupied  above  the  second  floor  because  it  does  not 
meet  current  codes  for  occupancy.  For  many  years  after  it  was  constructed,  the  tower  was 
occupied  and  accessible,  including  its  top  floor.  Please  also  see  the  response  to  comments 
regarding  Visual  Quality,  p.  C&R.36  for  additional  discussion. 

The  DEIR  discusses  the  visual  quality,  shadow,  and  transportation  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  including  the  tower,  in  respective  sections  of  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and 
Impacts,  and  in  responses  beginning  on  pp.  C&R.58,  C&R.67  and  C&R.86,  herein. 

Landscape  Plans 

Comments 

S.2  -  The  project  description  indicates  that  the  project  will  be  adding  new  landscaping  to  the 
site.  Clarify  whether  the  sculpture  garden  and  the  children's  garden  will  be  accessible  to  the 
public,  or  if  landscape  will  be  fenced  off  and  be  used  as  an  extension  of  the  museum  use  and 
only  accessible  to  museum  patrons.  Our  informal  conversations  with  Museum  staff  indicated 
that  the  sculpture  garden  would  be  secured  by  fencing  and  closed  at  night,  but  that  the  area 
would  be  free  to  the  public  during  the  day.  It  was  also  our  impression  that  the  children's 
garden  would  be  free  to  the  public.  The  use  policy  for  these  areas  should  be  clarified  in  the 
DEIR.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 
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The  site  plan  is  presented  in  the  document  (Figure  2)  in  a  schematic  form  inadequate  even  for  a 
so-called  Conceptual  Site  Plan.  For  almost  two  years,  a  detailed  aerial  view  has  been  part  of 
the  architect's  presentations  and  is  widely  available.  Instead  of  using  the  architect's  site  plan, 
The  Conceptual  Site  Plan  in  the  DEIR  is  a  simplified  cartoon  utterly  inadequate  for  assessment. 
Failure  to  publish  aerial  views  of  the  existing  park  which  are  widely  available  inhibits  severely 
the  public's  ability  to  properly  compare  the  present  environmental  setting,  showing  the  current 
de Young  in  the  midst  of  its  trees  and  park  surroundings,  with  the  proposed  new  Museum,  in 
its  changed  tree  and  park  surround. 

As  a  result  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  site  plan  (see  5.  above  [comment  on  p.  C&R.14]),  the 
DEIR  inadequately  presents  the  proposed  project  by  failing  to  show  the  changing  footprint,  the 
mature  plantings  that  will  be  removed  (mentioned  only  in  the  text)  and  the  changed  circulation 
around  the  institution.  For  example,  the  setback  of  the  new  de  Young  Museum  from 
Concourse  Drive  will  be  greatly  reduced  and  this  is  not  shown.  None  of  the  building  setbacks 
from  public  roads  and  public  pathways  are  shown  in  plan  form  so  that  proper  measurement  and 
impact  evaluation  may  be  fairly  made.  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President, 
SPEAK) 

Response 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  13-14,  describes  project  landscaping  plans: 

"The  project  would  include  development  and  implementation  of  a  landscaping/ 
restoration  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  consistent 
with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  proposed  project  would  include  retention 
of  the  naturalistic  plantings  including  an  existing  earth  berm,  with  a  row  of  mature  trees 
atop  it  along  the  north  edge  of  the  project  site  along  Kennedy  Drive  behind  the  existing 
parking  lot.  Smaller  trees  and  shrubs  covering  the  area  between  the  earth  berm  and  the 
sidewalk  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  along  the  western  edge  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  be 
retained  or  replaced.  Existing  trees  on  the  site  would  be  saved,  relocated  or  replaced, 
as  determined  by  a  tree  survey  of  the  project  site  and  in  consultation  with  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department.  The  palm  grove  would  be  retained  with  the  project. 
The  interior  courtyards  would  include  new  landscaping  features.  The  Pool  of 
Enchantment  would  be  reconstructed  on  the  site  and  the  existing  two  Sphinx  statues  and 
other  sculptures,  near  the  intersection  of  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden 
Drive,  would  be  retained  as  part  of  the  project.  The  existing  Pool  of  Enchantment  is  at 
the  entrance  of  the  de  Young  Museum  fronting  Tea  Garden  Drive." 

The  new  sculpture  garden  is  proposed  to  be  open  free  of  charge;  it  would  be  fenced  and  gated 
for  security  when  the  museum  is  closed.  The  Children's  Garden  would  also  be  open  free  of 
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charge.  The  museum  would  develop  more  detailed  operational  plans  for  these  areas  in  the 
future.  The  new  museum's  landscape  plans  will  incorporate  the  following  elements: 

•  The  project  plans,  with  reduction  of  the  footprint  and  removal  of  the  staff  parking  lot, 
would  permit  about  80,000  square  feet  of  new  landscaped  area  around  the  new  museum 
building.  Currently,  the  wall  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  wing  is  less  than  10  feet  from 
the  Tea  Garden.  The  new  building  facade  would  be  approximately  190  feet  from  the 
Tea  Garden,  providing  for  the  new  Sculpture  Garden  area.  The  existing  building  is,  at 
its  closest  point,  43  feet  from  the  curb  of  Kennedy  Drive;  the  new  building's  closest 
point  to  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  approximately  87  feet.  This  setback  would  allow  for 
new  tree  plantings  and  new  berms  on  the  north  side  of  the  new  building,  intended  to 
enhance  the  naturalistic  landscaping  in  this  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

•  The  new  Sculpture  Garden  would  be  an  approximately  190-foot-by-300-foot  new 
landscaped  element.  At  the  north  of  the  Sculpture  Garden,  new  tree  plantings  would 
form  part  of  the  naturalistic  border  on  Kennedy  Drive. 

•  The  Children's  Garden  would  incorporate  the  relocated  and  reconstructed  Pool  of 
Enchantment,  the  historic  palm  trees,  and  the  historic  sphinx  sculptures.  The  garden 
would  provide  an  area  where  families  could  gather,  rest  or  participate  in  Museum 
programs.  The  Children's  Garden  would  be  bordered  at  the  north  by  naturalistic 
existing  landscape  and  would  also  include  new,  appropriate  plantings. 

•  The  lawn  area  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  retain  the  relationship  of  the  Museum 
building  to  the  Concourse  area,  with  a  main  entry  plaza,  lawns,  walkways  and  the 
existing  palm  trees.  The  setback  from  Tea  Garden  Drive  would  be  maintained  at 
approximately  90  feet  from  the  roadway,  compared  to  100  feet  currently.  This  would 
occur  due  to  the  new  building  position  on  the  site.  The  palms  would  either  be  retained 
on  site  during  construction  or  relocated  and  returned,  depending  upon  the  advice  of  an 
arborist  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

•  On  the  Kennedy  Drive  frontage,  the  plan  would  include  retention  of  major  trees,  new 
tree  plantings,  new  grading  to  extend  and  reinforce  the  existing  berms,  and  new 
planting  of  understory.  This  is  intended  to  be  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  to  retain  naturalistic  landscaping. 

The  DEIR  is  revised  to  replace  Figure  2,  Conceptual  Site  Plan,  with  a  new  graphic  that 
illustrates  the  proposed  project's  relationship  to  the  Music  Concourse,  the  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  and  adjacent  roadways. 
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Cumulative  Projects 
Comments 

The  major  reasons  that  SPEAK  believes  the  EIR  is  inadequate  are  the  following: 

State  Law  (CEQA)  requires  that  a  cumulative  evaluation  of  all  the  current  projects  in  the 
immediate  area  be  evaluated  in  a  single  environmental  document  so  that  the  interrelationships 
of  all  uses  and  structures  may  be  observed  and  discussed.  Providing  instead  a  single  document 
for  each  of  the  major  projects  (the  de Young  Museum,  the  Concourse  Garage,  the  rebuilt 
Academy  of  Science,  the  restoration  of  the  Conservatory  and  the  completion  of  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  Revitalization  effort)  tells  decision-makers  and  the  public  that  they  will  not  have  in 
hand  the  cumulative  impacts  in  order  to  know  what  effect  one  institution's  enlargement  and 
increased  patronage  will  have  on  another.  It  is  well  known  that  these  projects  will  all  be 
underway  at  roughly  the  same  time,  with  overlap,  and  be  completed  within  a  few  months  or 
years  of  each  other.  Implying  that  these  institutions  are  not  all  at  the  same  state  of  readiness  to 
be  studied  in  a  cumulative  EIR  is  a  self-fulfilling  statement.  It  is  the  job  of  the  public  agency, 
OER  and  the  Planning  Department,  to  inform  the  various  institutions  that  a  cumulative  EIR  is 
the  only  lawful  way  to  assess  what  clearly  will  be  cumulative  impacts  once  all  the  projects  have 
been  completed. 

Furthermore,  the  Planning  Code  requires  that  an  Institutional  Master  Plan  be  prepared  for  each 
of  the  institutions.  If  there  exists  a  current  plan  for  each  of  them  within  the  definition  in  the 
law,  then  the  EIR  can  use  this  data.  If  there  is  not  a  current  Institutional  Master  Plan 
available,  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Planning  Department  must  supervise  the 
preparation  of  one  (for  each  institution).  This  would  greatly  assist  the  preparation  of  a 
cumulative  EIR  document.  In  addition,  four  of  five  of  the  above  named  institutions  have 
recently  undergone  preparation  of  information  for  a  ballot  proposition  which  could  be  updated 
and  incorporated  into  this  DEIR.  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK) 

CONCOURSE  PLANNING  AS  A  WHOLE 

There  is  an  even  bigger  problem.  The  EIR  in  question  covers  the  new  de  Young,  but  the  new 
de  Young  is  not  the  only  project  underway  in  Golden  Gate  Park's  Music  Concourse;  it  is  one  of 
three  major  projects.  In  addition  to  this  project,  the  Academy  of  Sciences  is  rebuilding  its 
facilities  and  an  800-car  parking  garage  is  also  planned  for  the  Concourse.  It  is  PNdeY's 
opinion  that  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  needs  to  do  more  to  consider  development 
of  the  Concourse  area  as  a  whole.  Said  another  way,  dividing  what  is  one  EIR  into  three  EIRs 
will  never  adequately  explain  the  impact  of  these  projects  on  the  Park  and  surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

RECOMMENDATION  #4:  Combine  the  planning  for  all  three  Concourse  EIRs  into  one  and 
state  the  cumulative  impacts  of  these  projects.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New 
de  Young  Museum) 
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It  seems  to  make  sense  to  us  to  plan  the  whole  kit  and  kaboodle  at  the  same  time  (the  new 
Academy  of  Sciences,  the  new  garage  and  the  new  museum),  not  one  by  one.  (Olive  and  John 
Borgsteadt) 

Response 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  p.  19,  outlines  the  status  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Concourse.  Formal  plans  for  the  Concourse  Garage  project  and  renovation  of  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences  are  not  available.  Nonetheless,  general  information  for  those  projects, 
based  upon  the  best  information  currently  available,  was  used  to  analyze  cumulative 
transportation  effects.  That  analysis  reviewed  visitor  growth  for  the  New  de Young  Museum, 
expected  attendance  growth  identified  for  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  possible 
configurations  of  the  Concourse  Garage.  This  analysis  is  consistent  with  CEQA  Guidelines 
Section  15130,  Discussion  of  Cumulative  Impacts. 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  14,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  project  is  not  part  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  Revitalization  Act  (Proposition  J),  and  is  proceeding  independently.  Similarly,  the  New 
de  Young  Museum  is  not  part  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  project  or  vice-a-versa.  There  is  no 
requirement  that  multiple  projects,  which  can  proceed  independently,  be  analyzed  as  one 
project  in  one  EIR. 

Planning  Code  Section  304.5  (b),  Institutional  Master  Plans,  requires  "each  medical  institution 
and  each  post-secondary  educational  institution"  to  prepare  a  "master  plan  describing  the 
existing  and  anticipated  future  development  of  that  institution. "  The  de  Young  Museum  is  not  a 
medical  or  post-secondary  institution  under  Section  304.5,  and  is  not  required  to  complete  an 
Institutional  Master  Plan  for  City  review. 
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Graphics 
Comments 

The  EIR  should  provide  site  plans  to  scale.  In  particular,  both  site  and  elevation  figures  need 
to  depict  the  relationship  of  the  tower,  with  scale  noted,  to  the  surrounding  landscape.  The 
distance  between  the  tower  and  adjacent  roadways  (JF  Kennedy  and  Tea  Garden  Drive)  should 
be  called  out  in  the  drawings.  .  . 

Page  3  (Figures  3-6)  -  The  figures  should  include  both  elevations  and  cross  sections  of  the 
education  tower  to  quantify  this  building  element's  bulk  and  height.  The  elevations  and  cross 
sections  should  also  include  elevator  housing  structures,  which  are  typical  on  tops  of  roofs  for 
buildings  with  elevator  functions.  Any  anticipated  structures  on  the  roof  should  be  included  to 
accurately  assess  the  bulk  of  the  tower.  {Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation 
and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  DEIR  includes  Figure  2,  Conceptual  Site  Plan,  and  plans  and  sections  of  the  proposed 
New  de Young  Museum  as  Figures  3  through  6,  on  pp.  7-11.  In  addition,  the  Initial  Study, 
DEIR  Appendix  A,  includes  Conceptual  Plans  and  Longitudinal  sections  that  were  developed 
early  in  the  planning  process  on  pp.  A. 4- A. 7.  Each  of  the  Initial  Study  figures  includes  a  scale 
for  reference  to  height  of  the  proposed  building.  DEIR  Figure  2,  Conceptual  Site  Plan,  is  not 
to  scale  as  it  was  meant  to  generally  represent  the  overall  concept  of  landscaping  around  the 
proposed  new  building;  however,  DEIR  Figures  3  through  6  include  a  scale  of  40  feet  to  each 
3/4  inch.  Figure  6,  Longitudinal  Sections,  includes  information  about  the  proposed  program 
for  the  new  museum  building  and  includes  an  outline  to  represent  the  location  of  the 
Educational  Tower,  which  would  not  be  visible  in  these  sections.  A  new  figure,  Figure  6 A, 
Longitudinal  Section  with  Educational  Tower,  is  added  to  the  DEIR  to  represent  a  longitudinal 
section  of  the  Educational  Tower,  including  a  scale  for  reference  to  height. 

Along  Kennedy  Drive,  for  a  distance  of  approximately  160  feet,  the  existing  building  is 
approximately  42  feet  from  the  roadway.  In  the  same  area,  the  proposed  building's  distance 
from  the  roadway  would  be  approximately  165  feet  (or  an  increase  of  123  feet  of  landscaped 
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area).  Farther  east  along  Kennedy  Drive,  the  northeast  corner  of  the  proposed  new  building 
would  be  approximately  87  feet  from  the  roadway  at  its  closest  point,  as  compared  with  85  feet 
for  the  existing  buildings.  Please  also  see  the  discussion  of  Landscape  Plans,  this  section, 
pp.  C&R.16-C&R.19,  for  additional  information  regarding  the  new  building's  relationship  to 
adjacent  roadways  and  landscaping. 

There  are  no  additional  structures,  such  as  elevator  housings,  planned  for  the  roof  of  the  New 
de  Young  Museum  that  would  exceed  the  proposed  160-foot  height. 
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LAND  USE,  PLANS  AND  POLICIES 


Comments 


I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  reject  this  draft  EIR,  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  this  change  in  the 
city  —  there's  land  use  changes;  there  are  no  land  use  changes.  In  the  draft  EIR  they  refer  to 
the  observation  deck  as  —  euphemistically  refer  to  it  as  a  tower  observation  area. 

Let's  make  no  doubt  about  it:  This  is  an  observation  deck.  And  the  history  of  the  De Young 
there  has  never  been  an  observation  deck  which  has  free  entry.  So  this  is  a  land  use  change. 
(Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  observation  tower  has  never  been  within  the  present  de  Young  buildings.  As  such,  it 
represents  a  new  use  and  requires  an  extensive  environmental  review.  Certainly  the  estimated 
100,000  visitors  to  the  park  for  the  tower  alone  is  an  environmental  issue. 

Mitigation:  Remove  the  observation  function  from  the  tower  in  the  design.  (Pinky  Drosten 
Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

S.4  -  Indicate  new  uses  not  associated  with  the  prior  museum,  specifically  an  observation 
tower,  designed  to  view  the  Pacific  Ocean.  Determine  the  potential  for  attracting  new  visitors 
to  this  unique  attraction.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park 
Department) 

First,  Land  Use  Changes  and  Plan  Consistency.  In  a  number  of  public  meetings,  de  Young 
officials  referred  to  the  "observation  deck"  that  will  be  on  top  floor  of  the  160-foot  tower. 
The  DEIR  now  euphemistically  refers  to  this  feature  as  a  "tower  observation  area"  (p.  6). 
You  must  show  conclusively  that  an  observation  deck  is  a  conforming  use  in  the  Golden  Gate 
Master  Plan  and  in  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  Page  S.4  of  the  DEIR  states,  "The  project 
would  replace  the  existing  Asian  Art  and  de  Young  Museum  with  an  expanded  de  Young 
Museum  and  would  not  introduce  a  new  or  different  land  use  on  the  site."  Page  20  of  the 
DEIR  states,  "The  project  would  be  consistent  with  uses  to  the  site  since  the  establishment  of 
the  de  Young  Museum  in  1895."  These  statement  are  incorrect;  at  no  time  in  recent  history  has 
the  bell  tower  been  used  as  an  observation  deck.  A  new  use  is  being  introduced  and  it  may  be 
a  nonconforming  use  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Also  the  observation  deck 
conflicts  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Objective  2,  Policy  4:  "Gradually  eliminate 
non-recreational  use  in  the  parks  and  reduce  automobile  traffic  in  and  around  public  open 
spaces"  (DEIR,  p.  23).  After  gaining  popularity,  this  idiotic  observation  deck  will  attract 
hundreds  if  not  thousands  of  visitors  to  the  park  weekly.  It  has  no  more  business  on  top  of  a 
fine  arts  museum  in  the  park  than  a  carousel  has  on  top  of  the  Getty  Museum  in  Los  Angeles 
or  on  top  of  the  Guggenheim  Museum  in  Bilbao,  Spain.  If  San  Francisco  were  located  in 
western  Kansas,  where  one  finds  few  or  no  hills,  an  observation  deck  might  be  justified.  San 
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Francisco  is  fortunate  to  have  approximately  45  hills  from  which  to  view  the  city.  Only  in  San 
Francisco  do  the  rich  try  to  implement  such  foolish  projects. 

Mitigation  measure:  Do  not  approve  the  observation  deck.  (Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for 
Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  grayest  areas  of  this  project  concern  the  relationship  of  the  San  Francisco  Charter  and  the 
zoning  ordinances  that  are  relevant  to  this  project. 

This  report  is  not  in  a  position  to  render  legal  opinions,  but  the  EIR's  implied  interpretation  of 
the  de  Young's  role  under  San  Francisco's  General  Plan  is  that  it  can  do  whatever  it  wants. 
We  question  why  a  high-rise  viewing  platform  is  not  identified  as  a  new  use.  We  do  not 
believe  that  the  museum's  charter  allows  it  to  open  a  high-rise  viewing  platform  [any]  more 
than  it  has  the  right  to  operate  an  amusement  park. 

As  for  zoning,  Golden  Gate  Park  [is]  zoned  "P"  for  public  use  and  "OS"  (open  space)  for 
height  and  bulk.  PNdeY  questions  the  legality  of  building  a  high-rise  in  a  park,  and  the  EIR 
provides  only  a  circular  answer  to  this  question.  "Height  and  bulk  of  buildings  and  structures 
[under  P-OS  zoning]  are  determined  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the  San 
Francisco  General  Plan. " 

The  General  Plan  is  quite  clear  about  its  objectives,  which  are  identified  and  quickly  dismissed 
on  pages  23-26  of  the  EIR: 

♦  Preserve  sunlight  in  open  space. 

♦  Gradually  eliminate  non-recreational  use  in  parks  and  reduce  automobile  traffic. 

♦  Recognize  and  protect  major  views  in  the  city... 

♦  Promote  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  between  new  and  older  buildings. 

♦  Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which  will  cause  new 
buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public  importance. 

♦  Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  design  for  buildings  to  be  constructed  at 
prominent  locations. 

♦  Promote  building  forms  that  will  respect  and  improve  the  integrity  of... public  areas. 

♦  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing  development. 

♦  Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to  avoid  an 
overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new  construction. 

Since  the  de  Young  design  fails  on  all  of  these  points,  and  the  EIR  does  not  justify  the 
building's  relationship  to  any  of  them,  it  is  clear  that  the  Planning  Department  should  reject 
this  design,  according  to  the  General  Plan.  At  the  very  least  the  Planning  Department,  the  City 
Attorney  and  FAMSF  need  to  arrive  at  a  more  realistic  answer  to  the  zoning  question  than  the 
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vagaries  of  the  EIR.  It  is  also  clear  from  other  ordinances,  as  shall  be  discussed  in  future 
subsections,  that  a  high-rise  in  the  park  is  inconsistent  with  the  will  of  the  voters  despite  the 
vagaries  of  P-OS  zoning. 

Other  legal  issues  that  the  EIR  skirts  are  the  Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  (GGPMP)  and 
Proposition  J.  One  part  of  the  GGPMP  identified  in  the  EIR  is  the  "calming"  measures  to 
abate  traffic  on  JFK  Drive,  an  objective  that  predictions  for  4  million  Music  Concourse  visitors 
will  not  meet.  Nor  does  the  GGPMP  call  for  an  expansion  of  the  museum's  role  as  an  art 
center  to  a  tourist  attraction  for  viewing  San  Francisco's  landscape. 

Proposition  J,  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998  was  the  voter-approved  trade 
off  of  the  parking  garage  for  Music  Concourse  revitalization.  The  EIR  states,  "The  New  de 
Young  [sic]  Museum  is  not  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  and  is  proceeding 
independently."  This  is  certainly  in  opposition  to  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter  of  the  Act.  The 
Planning  Department  needs  to  do  much  more  to  see  that  all  of  the  development  in  the  Music 
Concourse  is  consistent  with  Proposition  J,  including  requiring  the  de  Young  to  comply 
with  it. 

The  last  ordinance  of  note  is  the  Accountable  Planning  Ordinance,  Proposition  M.  This  was 
passed  to  address  neighborhood  character  among  other  issues.  It  was  a  direct  response  to  the 
Planning  Department's  former  inability  to  address  aesthetics  in  its  deliberations,  which  led  to 
the  approval  of  a  number  of  projects  that  complied  to  building  codes  but  [were]  out  of 
character  with  their  neighborhoods.  The  new  de  Young  with  its  sterile  architecture  and 
monstrous  high-rise  is  clearly  a  violation  of  Proposition  M. 

Finally,  this  subsection  of  the  EIR  attempts  to  justify  the  weak  argument  that  visitorship  to  the 
museum  will  be  600,000  annually.  The  rationale  is  that  visitorship  will  have  a  net  zero 
increase  over  1987-1988  because  the  Asian  Art  Museum  is  moving  out.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  the  average  de  Young  visitor  makes  much  of  the  distinction  between  the  Asian  and  the  de 
Young.  A  single  entry  point  and  fee  currently  gains  a  visitor  admission  to  what  are  technically 
two  museums,  but  experientially  only  one  museum. 

Page  20  of  the  EIR  also  states,  "The  project  would  be  consistent  with  uses  on  the  site  since  the 
establishment  of  the  de  Young  museum  in  1875."  PNdeY  takes  great  exception  to  this  point 
and  the  Planning  Department  should  too.  The  primary  mission  of  the  high-rise  is  to  provide 
views  to  the  public  and  an  event  space  for  the  museum.  These  functions  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  de  Young  Museum,  as  San  Francisco  knows  it.  A  museum  needs  a  viewing  tower  like 
it  needs  a  roller  coaster.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

The  proposed  observation  area  in  the  Educational  Tower  would  provide  a  new  activity  within 
the  museum  but  would  not  constitute  a  new  overall  use  of  the  site.  The  observation  area  is 
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proposed  as  a  visitor  amenity  intended  to  enhance  the  educational  programs  and  overall 
museum  experience.  Many  existing  functions  of  the  M.H.  de Young  Museum  would  be 
continued  in  the  new  museum  and  the  tower.  The  tower  would  incorporate  new  features  that 
would  continue  cultural,  recreational  and  educational  uses  of  the  museum.  Although  the  tower 
would  include  new  features,  the  overall  site  use  as  a  museum  would  not  change  with  the 
project. 


The  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  20,  in  Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning,  is 
revised  as  follows: 

"The  project  would  increase  the  overall  floor  area  of  the  de  Young  Museum;  it  is  not 
anticipated  to  substantially  intensify  current  activity  levels  on  the  site.  Annual 
visitorship  is  projected  to  return  to  pre- 1997- 1998  levels.  With  the  departure  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum,  an  increase  in  visitation  to  the  de  Young  Museum  is  expected 
without  increasing  visitors  to  the  site.  The  project  would  introduce  a  new  educational 
and  recreational  feature  as  part  of  the  museum:  the  observation  area  in  the  Educational 
Tower.  The  uses  in  this  new  feature  would  be  consistent  with  the  cultural,  educational, 
and  recreational  uses  of  the  museum  and  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole.  Overall,  the 
project  would  be  consistent  with  uses  on  the  site  since  the  establishment  of  the  de  Young 
Museum  in  1895. 

The  project  would  continue  to  be  part  of  the  cultural  and  recreational  activities  around 
the  Music  Concourse,  such  as  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  and  the  band  shell." 

Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  and  San  Francisco  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies  relevant  to 
the  project  description  are  presented  in  Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning,  on  DEIR 
pp.  20-26.  The  DEIR  presents  the  key  objectives  and  policies  that  would  be  considered  by 
decision-makers  in  their  review  of  the  project.  No  substantial  or  obvious  conflicts  with  these 
policies  have  been  identified.  In  order  for  the  project  to  proceed,  decision-makers  would  need 
to  make  the  specific  findings  of  project  conformance  to  the  General  Plan  as  part  of  the 
approval  process.  In  addition,  the  City  would  need  to  make  findings  of  consistency  with  the 
Priority  Planning  Policies  set  forth  in  Section  101.1  of  the  Planning  Code.  Such  findings 
would  require  decision-makers  to  consider  the  balance  between  a  number  of  potentially 
competing  goals  and  objectives. 
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As  stated  on  DEIR  pp.  20-21: 

"Any  potential  conflicts  with  provisions  of  the  General  Plan  that  would  cause  physical 
environmental  impacts  have  been  evaluated  as  part  of  the  impacts  analysis  carried  out 
for  other  topics  in  this  project  EIR  and  the  Initial  Study,  Appendix  A.  Any  potential 
conflicts  with  General  Plan  policies  not  identified  in  this  EIR  could  be  considered  in 
the  project  evaluation  process  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project  analyzed  in  this  EIR. " 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  comments  on  Visual  Quality,  on  p.  C&R.36. 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  S.2,  Summary,  and  p.  14,  Project  Description,  "Proposition  J,  the 
Golden  Gate  Park  Revitalization  Act  of  1998,  .  .  .is  intended  to  improve  and  landscape  the 
Music  Concourse  area,  examine  transit  access  improvements,  and  provides  for  construction  of 
an  underground  parking  facility  with  dedicated  access  routes  from  outside  the  park  in  or  about 
the  Concourse  area.  Formal  proposals  for  the  implementation  of  this  plan  have  not  been 
formulated.  The  New  de Young  Museum  project  is  not  part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Revitalization  Act  and  is  proceeding  independently."  Discussion  of  future  implementation  of 
Proposition  J  and  cumulative  transportation  analysis  is  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  69-72  and  in 
response  to  comments  on  p.  C&R.89  of  this  document. 

Increases  in  the  number  of  visitors  to  the  New  de  Young  Museum,  including  visitors  to  the 
observation  area  in  the  tower,  anticipated  after  project  completion  are  discussed  in  the  DEIR, 
under  Project  Travel  Demand,  on  pp.  60-62,  and  are  further  discussed  in  this  document  on 
pp.  C&R.86  -  C&R.92. 

The  comments  address  the  question  of  whether  or  not  particular  functions  are  necessary  to  the 
museum  or  are  otherwise  desirable.  CEQA  does  not  require  the  review  of  the  operations  or 
appropriateness  of  programmatic  elements  of  the  museum.  Its  focus  is  on  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  use  as  a  whole.  While  particular  aspects  of  the  museum 
program  would  affect  visitorship,  the  DEIR  does  not  review  the  reasons  for  the  increase,  but 
considers  and  addresses  the  effects  of  that  visitorship  as  a  whole. 
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Please  see  also  the  response  on  p.  C&R.ll,  Project  Description,  regarding  jurisdictional 
boundaries  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco  on  the  de Young  Museum  site. 

Comment 


Page  19  -  Should  indicate  that  residential  uses  include  2  —  3-story  structures  with  views  to  the 
park  from  above  street  level.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park 
Department) 

Response 

The  following  text  is  added  as  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  19, 
Section  III. A,  Land  Use,  Plans,  and  Zoning: 


"Residential  uses  include  two-story  to  three-story  structures  with  views  to  the  park 
from  above  street  level." 
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VISUAL  QUALITY 

Significance  Criteria  for  Visual  Quality 

Comment 

The  summary  of  Visual  Quality  concludes  that  "visual  quality  effects  are,  to  some  extent, 
subjective."  Doesn't  this  make  questionable  the  claim  "the  new  structures  height,  scale  and 
massing  would  not  demonstrate  a  negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  visual  character  of  the 
surrounding  area"  thus  having  no  "significant  adverse  effect  on  visual  quality." 
(Walter  C.  Kocian) 

Response 

The  comment  cites  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  paragraph  one,  DEIR  p.  35,  which  continues 
to  say  that  "the  proposed  project,  with  a  smaller  overall  footprint,  would  not  substantially 
change  the  defining  characteristics  of  the  site  and  setting,  such  as  the  building's  orientation  on 
the  site  and  to  the  Music  Concourse,  the  landscape  character,  and  the  pedestrian  paths  and 
circulation  routes.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on 
visual  quality." 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  34-35,  perceptions  of  visual  quality  and  degrees  of  visual  sensitivity 
may  vary  from  person  to  person  as  they  are  generally  assessed  based  upon  how  people  see  and 
experience  the  environment,  impression  formed  when  viewing  a  place  from  several  vantage 
points,  and  the  perception  of  elements  that  help  to  define  the  character  and  context  of  the  site. 

The  significance  criteria,  DEIR  p.  34  states,  "[a]  project  may  result  in  significant  adverse 
visual  quality  impacts  if  it  (1)  has  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effects  on  the  character  of 
the  surrounding  area,  or  (2)  degrades  or  obstructs  scenic  views  from  public  areas."  Based 
upon  these  criteria,  as  applied  to  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  the  EIR  concludes  overall 
visual  quality  of  the  site  would  not  demonstrate  "negative  aesthetic  effects  on  the  character  of 
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the  surrounding  area"  nor  degrade  or  obstruct  "scenic  views  from  public  areas."  This 
conclusion  is  based  on  the  DEIR  evaluation  on  pp.  34-35,  and  on  review  of  visual  simulations 
discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  35-38,  and  on  pp.  C&R.45-C&R.52,  herein.  This  judgment  will  be 
weighed  and  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  other  decision-makers  during  the 
review  process  for  this  project. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  comments  on  p.  C&R.36. 
Context  of  the  Project  Site 

Comments 


People  for  a  New  De Young  is  a  grass  roots  organization,  started  in  October  1999,  in  response 
to  the  public's  overwhelming  outcry  against  the  New  DeYoung's  lack  of  contextual  relevance 
to  Golden  Gate  Park.  While  greatly  concerned  with  this  project's  compatibility  with  the  music 
concourse,  People  for  a  New  De  Young  takes  no  position  on  the  architectural  style  of  the 
building  and  the  location  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  parking  issues,  finance,  or  many  of  political 
issues  you  have  heard  about.  Ours  is  simply  an  issue  of  context.  This  report  that  I  have 
prepared  and  will  be  submitting  to  the  Planning  Commissioners  and  the  Planning  Department 
reflects  People  for  a  New  DeYoung's  point  of  view  that  the  environmental  impact  report  for 
the  New  De  Young  fails  to  reflect  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  city  park.  (Joe  Fusco, 
Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

In  short,  this  museum  has  a  clean  bill  of  health.  The  EIR  is  adequate;  the  building  is  a  brilliant 
design,  extraordinarily  well  integrated  with  the  park.  It  is  open  and  contextual;  the  tower  is  a 
necessary  and  important  marker,  visually,  and  practically  tying  the  plan  of  the  concourse  and 
of  the  building  into  the  grid  of  the  city.  And  like  the  European  cathedrals,  who  marked  the 
cultural  and  religious  centers  of  the  city,  this  will  mark  the  cultural  center  of  our  21st-century 
city.  I  call  on  you  to  certify  the  EIR  as  soon  as  you  are  able.  (Jim  Chappell,  President,  San 
Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association) 

I  told  trustees  a  couple  of  months  ago  the  blood  is  going  to  be  on  their  hands,  and  the  blood  is 
going  to  be  on  your  hands,  too,  if  you  let  the  obscene  observation  deck  in  the  park,  when  it  has 
no  business  there.  It  is  like  putting  a  carousel  on  top  of  the  Guggenheim  Museum  in  Bilbao,  or 
on  top  of  the  Getty  Museum.  (Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

The  staff  of  the  de  Young  Museum  has  been  a  good  neighbor  to  Golden  Gate  Park  for  many 
decades.  Our  discussions  with  the  staff  regarding  the  new  Museum  have  assured  us  of  their 
ongoing  commitment  to  sensitive  co-existence  with  the  Park.  However,  the  DEIR  itself  should 
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provide  more  extensive  analysis  of  the  proposed  project  as  it  relates  to  the  historic  landscape  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  .  .  . 

S.5  -  The  Visual  Quality  section  indicates  that  the  building  footprint  area  will  be  reduced.  It 
should  clarify  whether  or  not  this  new  landscaped  area  will  be  freely  accessible  to  the  general 
public,  and/or  whether  it  will  be  programmed  for  museum  attractions  such  as  the  sculpture 
garden.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

The  cover  story  says  it  all— its  a  vision  of  remnants  slated  to  remain,  a  few  statues  and  the 
bandstand  with  its  pollarded  trees,  or  a  vision  of  historical  continuity  that  builds  on  these  same 
gifts  from  the  past.  The  de Young  Museum  fits  between  these  remains.  Will  a  post  modern 
landscape  and  structure  fill  this  space  as  well  as  the  present  de  Young  Museum  and  Pool  of 
Enchantment.  I  doubt  it.  Enchantment,  now  isn't  that  a  marvelous  environmental  quality? 
(Walter  C.  Kocian) 

Response 

The  environmental  setting,  or  context,  of  the  project  site,  the  Music  Concourse  area,  and 
Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole  is  described  in  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts. 
For  example,  the  Land  Use  Setting  is  found  on  DEIR  pp.  17-20;  and  the  Visual  Quality  Setting 
is  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  27-33,  including  four  photographs  of  the  project  site  from  various 
vantage  points  from  Golden  Gate  Park  and  from  outside  the  park.  The  context  of  the  project 
site,  including  historical  landscape  character,  structures,  and  recreational  uses  of  Golden  Gate 
Park  and  the  Music  Concourse  area,  are  noted  in  the  Land  Use  Setting  section  on  DEIR  pp. 
18-19.  The  EIR  also  describes  the  historical  landscape  character,  organization  of  open  space, 
landscaping  features,  and  structures  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  project  vicinity  in  the  Visual 
Quality  Setting  section  on  DEIR  pp.  27-28. 

As  evidenced  by  the  comments  above,  issues  of  aesthetics  and  contextuality  are  subjective 
where  one  person  might  find  the  proposed  project  may  have  an  "impact... on  the  city  park," 
another  might  find  that  the  project  is  "extraordinarily  integrated  into  the  park."  By  describing 
the  physical  changes  that  would  result  in  the  park  as  a  result  of  the  project,  the  EIR 
appropriately  provides  information  of  importance  to  readers  of  both  perspectives.  The  EIR 
also  appropriately  focuses  on  the  question  of  whether  the  project  would  result  in  substantial  or 
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demonstrably  adverse  visual  changes,  and  concludes  that  these  would  not  occur.  (Also  see  the 
response  above  regarding  Significance  Criteria,  p.  C&R.31.) 

By  reducing  the  footprint  of  the  de Young  Museum,  the  project  would  provide  for  a  potential 
increase  in  landscaped  park  area  of  about  80,000  sq.  ft.  including  the  new  Sculpture  Garden 
and  the  Children's  Garden.  Both  of  these  new  amenities  would  be  accessible  without  paying 
admission  to  the  museum.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Sculpture  Garden,  which  would  be 
approximately  40,000  sq.  ft.,  may  require  security  for  protection  of  the  sculpture  during  hours 
when  the  museum  is  closed  to  the  public,  particularly  during  nighttime  hours.  This  security 
may  limit  public  access  during  those  times. 

Please  also  see  the  responses  to  comments  in  the  Project  Description  section  of  this  document 
regarding  the  proposed  landscaping  plan  for  the  project,  on  pp.  C&R.16-C&R.19,  and  the 
Cultural  Resources  section  from  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  C&R.80. 

Educational  Tower 


Comments 


The  second  major  problem  is  the  consistent  invocation  of  the  misnomer  "tower"  to  describe  the 
high-rise  portion  of  the  structure.  There  should  be  no  mistake  that  what  Fine  Arts  Museum  of 
San  Francisco  is  trying  to  pass  off  as  a  tower  is  a  high  rise.  The  high  rise  is  not  only  160  feet 
tall,  as  tall  as  a  14-story  building.  It  is  approximately  90  feet  wide  by  40  feet  in  depth.  The 
mass  of  the  high  rise  is  far  beyond  the  current  museum's  tower,  the  Coit  Tower,  or  the  Ferry 
Building  tower.  Like  other  high  rises,  it  will  be  regularly  occupied  during  normal  operating 
hours,  and  it  will  also  have  to  be  built  according  to  the  building  codes.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman, 
People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

This  new  museum  will  include  a  160-foot  tower,  which  you  have  heard  about.  I  ask  the  public 
to  imagine  how  disruptive  a  14-story  tower  could  be  in  this  park  environment.  A  viewing 
tower  for  city  views  would  be  better  placed  downtown.  You  might  ask  "What  can  you  see 
there?"  There  is  not  even  a  view  of  the  bay,  and  the  fact  is  there  is  no  reason  for  us  to  build  a 
tower.  (Roger  Brandon) 
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The  significant  characteristics  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park's  historic  landscape  are  codified  in  the 
adopted  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  In  particular,  the  Master  Plan  identifies  the  area  along 
Kennedy  Drive  as  a  naturalistic  landscape,  with  its  majestic  stands  of  mature  and  scenic  trees 
and  curvilinear  roadway.  The  Concourse  is  identified  as  the  hub  of  civic  and  cultivated 
cultural  life  within  the  park.  Clearly,  the  revitalization  of  the  de Young  Museum  is  key  to  the 
long-term  viability  of  this  civic  hub. 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has  met  with  the  Museum  staff  and  landscape  architect  in 

a  mutual  effort  to  create  a  landscape  plan  that  will  serve  to  harmonize  the  siting  of  the 

de  Young  and  the  adjacent  naturalistic  parkland  zone  of  Kennedy  Drive  and  with  the  adjacent 

Concourse. 

However,  we  remain  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  education  tower  on  the  potential 
National  Register  status  of  the  Park's  historic  landscape.  Further  analysis  of  the  proposed 
education  tower  should  be  done  to  determine  if  the  structure  and  education  tower  is  compatible 
with  the  historic  landscape  character  especially  when  viewed  from  Kennedy  Drive,  one  of  the 
key  visual  corridors  in  the  park.  In  particular  the  analysis  of  the  height  and  mass  of  the 
education  tower  should  be  revisited,  taking  into  consideration  the  historic  context  of  the 
landscape  and  the  Music  Concourse.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Museum  staff  on 
this  matter. 

If  the  Museum  determines  that  it  would  like  to  propose  an  entry  from  the  Tea  Garden  into  the 
Museum,  the  impact  on  this  historic  resource  should  be  evaluated.  Any  entry  into  the  Museum 
from  the  Tea  Garden  will  have  to  be  approved  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission. . . 

While  the  EIR  notes  that  issues  related  to  visual  quality  are  subjective,  it  is  the  Department's 
opinion  that  the  height  of  the  education  tower,  combined  with  its  use  of  glass,  would  impact 
the  scenic  views  of  the  park  and  its  historic  landscape  character. 

The  Visual  Impact  Assessment  should  provide  a  more  comprehensive  description  of  the 
education  tower  and  include  scale  elevations  of  the  education  tower.  These  scale  drawings 
should  be  compared  to  the  scale  elevation  drawings  of  the  existing  Museum  and  to  adjacent 
stands  of  trees;  elevations  should  note  existing  and  proposed  heights  of  trees  and  structures.  .  . 

S.5  -  The  Visual  Quality  Section  should  clarify  that  although  the  proposed  museum  structure 
would  have  an  overall  scale  and  massing  similar  to,  but  shorter  than,  the  Academy  of  Sciences, 
the  overall  bulk  and  height  of  the  Education  Tower  would  not.  .  . 

Page  27  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  Music  Concourse  is  a  significant  visual  resource  but 
does  not  explain  how  the  museum  and  education  tower  could  affect  or  change  the  status  of  this 
resource  -  See  Discussion  of  Historic  Resources  above.  .  . 

Page  35  -  The  Visual  Analysis  discussion  downplays  the  presence  and  significance  of  the 
education  tower.  The  discussion  should  compare  the  bulk,  size,  location  and  height  of  existing 
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and  proposed  tower  elements.  The  analysis  should  compare  the  distance  of  the  existing  tower 
to  Kennedy  Drive  with  the  distance  of  the  proposed  tower  to  Kennedy  Drive  in  plan. 
Comparison  of  distance  to  Kennedy  Drive  should  also  be  done  in  an  alternative  that  relocates 
the  proposed  tower.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Finally,  the  OHP  is  concerned  with  the  failure  of  the  DEIR  to  adequately  describe  the 
proposed  educational  tower  portion  of  the  new  construction.  This  tower  would  dramatically 
change  the  visual  character  of  the  area  and  would  be  seen  from  many  areas  of  the  park, 
including  the  music  concourse  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  Although  the  DEIR  claims  that 
mature  trees  will  shield  the  tower,  we  fail  to  see  how  they  could  fully  do  so  as  it  is  claimed 
that  the  tower  will  provide  panoramic  views  of  the  park.  (Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 


Response 


The  proposed  Educational  Tower,  as  described  on  DEIR  p.  6,  Project  Description,  would  be 
"a  160-foot  tower  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  project  site"  with  nine  usable  floors.  The 
dimensions  of  the  tower  would  be  38  feet  by  92  feet.  The  existing  tower  is  described  in  the 
DEIR  as  "approximately  125  feet  in  height  and...  five  feet  above  grade  for  a  total  height  of 
130  feet  from  Tea  Garden  Drive."  The  existing  tower  is  approximately  48  feet  by  38  feet 
dimensionally.  The  proposed  tower  would  be  about  35  feet  taller  than  the  existing  tower  and 
approximately  30  feet  higher  from  grade  at  Tea  Garden  Drive. 

For  comparison,  the  clock  tower  at  the  Ferry  Building  is  approximately  235  feet  in  height  and 
approximately  30  feet  by  30  feet  dimensionally  and  Coit  Tower  is  approximately  155  feet  in 
height  with  a  diameter  of  approximately  30  feet.  As  noted  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.  15- 
C&R.16,  Project  Description,  the  DEIR  correctly  uses  the  term  "tower"  to  describe  that 
element  of  the  proposed  project,  where  a  tower  is  defined  as  a  building  taller  than  its  diameter 
or  floor  size  and  higher  than  surrounding  features.  Under  the  1998  California  Building  Code, 
all  buildings  over  75  feet  tall  that  may  have  human  occupancy  must  meet  the  special  provisions 
for  "high-rise  buildings."  The  Educational  Tower  would  comply  with  these  code 
requirements. 

i 
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While  the  new  tower  would  have  a  more  dominant  presence,  particularly  from  certain  vantage 
points,  than  the  existing  tower,  its  inclusion  in  the  project  would  not  introduce  a  new  building 
element  on  the  de Young  Museum  site  or  within  the  Music  Concourse.  As  with  the  existing 
tower,  the  new  tower  would  have  a  larger  scale  and  height  than  the  Academy  of  Sciences  or 
the  Temple  of  Music.  The  design  of  the  new  tower  would  create  different  visual  impressions 
depending  on  the  vantage  point  because  of  the  sculptural,  curving  tower  shape.  Also,  the 
facade  of  the  new  tower  would  have  areas  of  solid  wall  and  glazed  window  areas.  Within  the 
Concourse  itself,  the  pedestrian  would  likely  be  more  oriented  to  the  lower  scale  of  the  main 
building  element,  due  both  to  the  location  of  the  tower  on  the  site  (set  back  farther  from  Tea 
Garden  Drive)  and  the  introduction  of  additional  amenities  at  the  street  level  (Garden  of 
Enchantment  and  Sculpture  Garden,  along  with  additional  landscaped  areas).  As  with  the 
existing  tower,  the  new  tower  would  not  impede  views  of  any  specific  park  elements  or 
historic  features. 

The  placement  of  the  proposed  tower  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  project  site  would  have  a 
different  visual  effect  when  viewed  from  the  Concourse  than  the  existing  tower  which  is  closer 
to  Tea  Garden  Drive,  adjacent  to  the  Concourse.  As  a  result,  the  existing  tower  is  a  more 
prominent  visual  element  when  viewed  from  the  Concourse  than  the  proposed  Educational 
Tower  would  be  from  that  location.  However,  the  proposed  tower  would  be  more  visible  from 
certain  viewpoints  along  Kennedy  Drive  and  from  certain  locations  outside  the  park  than  the 
existing  building.  In  considering  the  overall  scale  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  including  Strawberry 
Hill  to  the  west  of  the  project  site  and  the  dense  tree  canopy  and  naturalistic  plantings  around 
the  existing  museum,  as  well  as  the  urban  character  of  the  park's  surroundings,  the  increased 
height  of  30-35  feet  with  the  new  tower  would  not  be  considered  significant.  These  changes 
would  not  significantly  alter  park  visitors'  experience  or  disrupt  the  educational,  cultural  and 
recreational  uses  of  this  area  of  the  park. 

The  differences  between  the  existing  museum  buildings  and  the  proposed  project,  including  the 
different  tower  designs,  would  create  a  different  visual  impression  and  experience.  While  the 
tower  would  be  taller  with  more  depth  than  the  existing  tower,  the  overall  building  footprint 
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would  be  reduced  and  additional  landscaped  areas  provided  on  site.  The  EIR  appropriately 
finds  that  these  changes  and  the  new  proposed  building,  including  the  tower,  would  not  have  a 
substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect,  nor  would  they  result  in  a  substantial 
degradation  or  obstruction  of  any  scenic  view  or  vista  that  is  now  observed  from  public  areas 
from  the  Music  Concourse  area  or  the  park. 

As  noted  in  the  conclusions  of  the  Visual  Quality  discussion  on  DEIR  pp.  37-38: 

"The  change  in  views  would  not  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  scenic  views  from 
public  open  space  or  plaza  areas  within  Golden  Gate  Park  and  would  be  consistent  with 
elements  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  including  the  Park  Landscape  Element  as 
they  relate  to  visual  quality.  The  proposed  tower  would  be  partially  visible  from  areas 
outside  the  park,  such  as  from  north  of  Fulton  Street  and  from  other  adjacent 
neighborhoods;  however,  views  of  the  tower  from  public  streets  and  from  private 
residences  would  be  partially  screened  by  trees  and  would  not  be  considered  significant 
adverse  effects.  The  proposed  structure  would  have  an  overall  scale,  massing  and 
continuous  frontage  along  the  Music  Concourse  similar  to,  although  shorter  than,  the 
Academy  of  Sciences.  (The  frontage  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  along  the  Music 
Concourse  is  approximately  140  feet  longer  than  the  proposed  de Young  building.) 
While  the  architectural  character  of  the  proposed  de  Young  Museum  would  differ  from 
that  of  the  existing  museum,  the  overall  height,  scale  and  massing  of  the  new  structure 
would  not  demonstrate  a  negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  visual  character  of  the 
surrounding  area." 

Plans,  sections,  and  a  conceptual  site  plan  of  the  proposed  museum  are  included  in  the  DEIR 
on  pp.  7-11,  Project  Description,  and  DEIR  p.  A. 4- A. 7  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study.  As  noted 
in  responses  to  comments  on  pp.  C&R.16-C&R.19  and  pp.  C&R.22-C&R.24,  Project 
Description,  a  revised  Figure  2,  Conceptual  Site  Plan,  and  Figure  6 A,  Longitudinal  Section 
with  Educational  Tower,  p.  C&R.23,  will  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR.  The  revised 
Conceptual  Site  Plan  illustrates  the  proposed  project's  relationship  to  the  Concourse,  including 
the  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  and  Kennedy  Drive.  As  illustrated,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
have  a  direct  entry  to  or  from  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  Figure  6A,  Longitudinal  Section  with 
Educational  Tower,  p.  C&R.23,  illustrates  the  height  and  scale  of  the  Educational  Tower. 
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Please  also  see  Responses  on  pp.  C&R.78-C&R.82,  Cultural  Resources,  Historic  District 
Eligibility,  regarding  the  potential  for  the  project  to  impact  the  characteristics  of  Golden  Gate 
Park's  historic  landscape,  and  Project  Description,  pp.  C&R.16-C&R.19,  regarding  landscape 
plans. 

Light  and  Glare 
Comments 


The  project  proposes  to  introduce  a  160-foot  tall  glazed  tower.  The  cross  section  of  the  tower 
and  project  description  indicate  that  this  glass  tower  may  be  occupied  by  uses  that  will  occur 
after  hours  and  in  the  evening.  The  height,  bulk  and  glazing  will  introduce  a  multi-story  light 
source  that  currently  does  not  exist  with  the  museum  and  that  is  not  typical  of  other  buildings, 
structures  or  facilities  now  located  within  the  park.  While  it  is  our  understanding  that  the  skin 
of  the  tower  will  be  a  wire  mesh,  the  DEIR  should  evaluate  the  building  skin  relative  to  the 
lighting  associated  with  the  evening  illumination  of  the  education  tower  and  discuss  its  impacts 
to  the  park.  The  evaluation  should  determine  if  the  illumination  will  be  visible  through  and 
above  the  tree  canopy  and  determine  if  this  new  visual  element  is  appropriate  both  within  the 
historic  context  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  from  the  adjoining  residential  areas. 

The  project  description  should  specify  the  building  materials  used  for  the  museum  and 
education  tower  -  specifically  the  glass  veneer.  The  DEIR  should  evaluate  the  potential  glare 
impacts  associated  with  this  glass  veneer  and  determine  its  appropriateness  to  the  landscape 
character  of  the  park  and  if  it  will  have  lasting  visual  impacts  to  surrounding  park  uses  and  the 
Music  Concourse.  Additionally,  will  FAA  regulations  require  the  installation  of  a  lighting 
beacon  at  the  top  of  the  tower?  The  introduction  of  new  lighting  elements,  not  currently  found 
in  the  park,  such  as  lighting  beacons  should  be  identified  and  evaluated  .  .  . 

S.3  -  The  project  must  evaluate  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  lighting  and  glare,  as  well 
as  construction  impacts  to  mature  and  scenic  trees  and  adjoining  historic  structures.  The  initial 
study  should  have  evaluated  impacts  to  the  historic  context  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  National 
Register  eligible  landscape  (see  general  discussion  of  historic  resources,  lighting  and  glare 
above  .  .  . 

Page  20  -  It  should  be  noted  that  the  project  will  introduce  a  tower  feature  to  the  park  that  will 
be  illuminated,  as  well  as  an  observation  tower  for  viewing  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  the  park. 
These  are  new  uses  and  visual  elements  to  Golden  Gate  Park  .  .  . 

The  DEIR  indicates  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  [on  p.  37]  that  the  proposed  tower 
would  be  partially  visible  from  areas  outside  of  the  park,  but  that  it  would  be  partially  screened 
by  trees  and  would  not  be  significant.  The  DEIR  should  evaluate  the  building  during  the 
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evening,  when  it  is  illuminated  and  can  be  plainly  visible  through  the  trees.  Secondly,  the 
DEIR  should  indicate  whether  the  education  tower  is  an  appropriate  visual  element  in  an 
historic  landscape.  .  . 

Page  38  -  The  visual  assessment  does  not  indicate  that  the  new  education  tower  would  have  a 
greater  height  and  bulk  than  the  original  de Young  tower,  and  made  of  a  different  material.  The 
DEIR  should  determine  if  there  would  be  a  significant  or  adverse  effect  on  visual  quality 
resulting  from  a  larger  and  bulkier  tower  that  will  be  illuminated  in  the  evening. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Light  is  a  serious  detriment  to  the  environment  in  the  natural  setting  in  a  park,  yet  light  is  not 
discussed  at  all.  Light  affects  birds,  other  animals  and  people.  Sources  of  light  during  the 
night  remove  the  starry  night  and  disturb  sleep.  The  City  treasures  its  natural  resources  such  as 
Golden  Gate  Park,  which  is  the  fly  way  for  bird  migrations.  Residents  like  street  lights  to  be 
well  directed  to  the  actual  street,  so  that  during  dark  nights  we  can  see  the  starry  skies. 

Mitigation:  Discuss  light  and  eliminate  any  impact  of  light  from  the  new  de  Young  on  the  Park 
surround,  especially  from  the  tower,  should  it  be  built.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board 
Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

Response 

Potential  light  and  glare  generated  by  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  in  the  DEIR, 
Appendix  A:  Initial  Study,  p.  A.  12.  The  proposed  project  would  not  introduce  beacon  lights, 
exterior  lighting,  or  other  special  lighting  for  the  Educational  Tower  that  would  generate 
obtrusive  light  that  would  substantially  impact  other  properties  or  use  and  enjoyment  of  Golden 
Gate  Park.  The  current  plans  for  the  project  do  not  include  any  beacons  or  other  light  sources 
on  the  top  of  the  Educational  Tower.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regulations  do  not 
require  installation  of  a  light  beacon  on  the  tower.  According  to  the  museum  staff,  current 
plans  for  the  project  do  not  include  any  exterior  effect  lighting  for  the  Educational  Tower, 
although  the  existing  tower  is  lit  at  night.  The  only  exterior  lighting  planned  is  that  which  may 
be  required  for  life/safety  or  security,  primarily  around  the  base  of  the  tower.  The  planned 
programmatic  uses  of  areas  within  the  Educational  Tower  may  operate  during  evening  hours, 
depending  on  the  specific  functions,  and  thus  lighted  areas  within  the  tower  may  be  visible  at 
these  times.  However,  no  special  lighting  is  planned  for  any  areas  beyond  that  which  would  be 
typical  to  standard  classroom  type  space,  and  the  observation  area  within  the  top  floor  would 
incorporate  minimal  lighting  levels  (less  than  classroom  standards)  so  that  if  used  in  the 
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evening  hours,  the  interior  lighting  would  not  conflict  with  views  out.  Any  increase  in 
visibility  due  to  periodic  lighting  of  spaces  within  the  tower  for  evening  events  would  be 
similar  to  lighting  within  other  structures  in  the  park  (e.g.  the  existing  museums,  McLaren 
Lodge,  etc.).  In  addition,  the  entire  museum  building  would  be  on  an  energy  management 
system  so  that  lights  would  go  out  when  areas  were  not  occupied.  While  nighttime  lighting 
inside  the  tower  would  be  visible  from  certain  locations  outside  the  park,  this  lighting  would 
not  be  obtrusive  given  the  urban  context  of  areas  surrounding  the  park  and  would  not 
substantially  impact  other  properties  due  to  the  distance  of  the  tower  from  areas  outside  the 
park. 

The  Educational  Tower  facade  would  not  be  entirely  a  glass  curtain  wall  facade.  The  facade 
would  have  substantial  areas  of  solid  wall  as  well  as  glazed  window  areas.  As  stated  in  the 
DEER,  Appendix  A:  Initial  Study,  p.  A.  12,  "[t]he  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass"  or  other 
highly  reflective  treatments  that  could  create  obtrusive  glare.  Also,  the  Educational  Tower's 
curving  form  would  help  to  minimize  glare  since  no  substantial  facade  sections  would  occur  on 
the  same  plane;  each  floor  of  the  tower  would  be  at  a  slightly  different  angle  and  the  stacking 
and  rotation  of  each  floor  would  create  shadows  on  portions  of  each  side. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  comments  in  the  Cultural  Resources  section  of  this  document, 
pp.  C&R.78-C&R.82. 

Views  of  the  Project  Site 
Comments 

Third  comment:  Figure  10.  I  doubt  the  accuracy  of  that  figure;  there  are  no  views  from  the 
south  side,  and  in  addition  that  view  from  the  north,  looking  south,  doesn't  include  the  view  of 
the  tower  there.  The  tower  is  non-existent.  I  also  think  that  a  view  has  to  be  made  from  11th 
Avenue,  as  well  as  10th  Avenue  —  which  is  what  that  view  is  from.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner, 
Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 
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Second,  visual  quality:  I'm  surprised  they  did  not  have  a  view  from  the  west  from  this 
monstrous  tower.  We  go  to  the  park  to  see  nature,  not  to  see  monstrous  human  structures. 
(Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Visual  analysis  needs  to  be  expanded  to  include  the  most  visible  elements  of  the  project  both 
from  the  park  and  adjoining  residential  areas.  Views  of  the  tower  from  within  the  park  should 
include  a  point  on  Kennedy  Drive  eastbound,  east  of  the  Rose  Garden.  The  views  of  the 
facility  from  11th  Avenue  do  not  adequately  assess  the  visual  impacts  from  residential  areas. 
Visual  simulations  should  include  a  view  of  the  education  tower  from  a  more  heavily  traveled 
street  such  as  10th  Avenue  or  8th  Avenue,  where  the  education  tower  will  be  more  typically 
encountered.  The  visual  impact  simulation  should  also  be  viewed  from  the  northeast  corner  of 
Fulton  and  8th  Street.  .  . 

Page  29  (Figures  7-10)  -  The  visual  analysis  should  include  views  where  the  education  tower 
will  be  a  more  dominant  visual  element  from  the  residential  areas:  from  the  northwest  corner 
of  Fulton  and  8th  Avenue;  southeast  corner  of  9th  Avenue  and  Arguello;  the  mid-block  of  10th 
Avenue  between  Arguello  and  Balboa;  and  from  the  northwest  corner  of  Cabrillo  and  9th 
Avenue.  It  should  also  assess  whether  the  tower  will  be  a  dominant  element  from  the  2nd  and 
3rd  floor  windows  of  adjoining  residences.  A  perspective  of  the  visibility  from  any  place  other 
than  street  level  is  not  depicted,  but  should  be  included.  .  . 

Page  36  -  See  comments  above  for  Page  29  for  locations  where  the  education  tower  will  be 
visible  from  adjoining  residential  areas.  The  discussion  should  discuss  the  probability  that  the 
tower  will  be  visible  at  night  when  illuminated.  The  visibility  of  the  tower  at  night  should  be 
analyzed  in  the  DEIR. 

It  is  noted  that  there  will  be  distant  views  of  the  education  tower  from  some  locations  in  the 
Golden  Gate  Heights  neighborhood,  UCSF,  and  from  Grand  View  Park.  The  DEIR  should 
indicate  whether  being  able  to  see  this  architectural  element  within  Golden  Gate  Park  impacts 
views  of  the  Park,  a  significant  open  space  element,  from  other  locations  throughout  the  City. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

The  photos,  Figures  7,  8  &  9  suggest  another  'subjective'  answer.  They  can  be  interpreted  to 
make  the  case  for  retaining  the  historical  context  of  the  Concourse  by  restoring  the  present 
de Young  Museum  rather  than  redefining  the  character  of  the  site  by  introducing  the  first  post 
modern  urban  structure  to  the  park,  one  very  likely  to  negatively  alter  this  environment.  .  . 

Figure  9.  The  de  Young  blends  with  the  landscape.  The  new  building's  tower  appears  at  its 
worst.  This  the  tallest  proposed  structure  in  the  park  will  definitely  dominate  Kennedy  Drive 
and,  very  likely,  the  Concourse  with  its  mass  and  highrise  effect.  It  could  be  a  major  intrusion 
on  the  park's  character.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

The  only  photographs  of  the  existing  buildings,  in  Figures  7-10  (pp.  30-33)  are  distant  views, 
mainly  of  the  tower.  While  they  are  useful  for  comparison  with  the  simulated  views  of  the 
proposed  new  structure,  they  are  very  inadequate.  THE  EIR  SHOULD  INCLUDE  PHOTOS 
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OF  THE  EXISTING  STRUCTURE  FROM  A  MUCH  CLOSER  VANTAGE  POINT,  SO 
THAT  ONE  CAN  PROPERLY  COMPARE  THE  EXISTING  De Young  WITH  THE 
PROPOSED  De  Young— not  merely  how  the  two  towers  look  from  a  distance. 

Interior  views  should  also  be  included,  at  least  of  the  Hearst  Court.  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

Where  one  does  find  views  in  the  DEIR  of  the  proposed  project  in  its  Golden  Gate  Park 
environmental  setting,  the  graphics  are  perspectives  which  are  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible 
to  measure.  Perspective  photographs  are  taken  solely  from  too-distant  points  in  order  to 
minimize  the  effect,  particularly  of  the  so-called  tower  on  the  nearby  Richmond  District 
streets.  Trees  are  used  to  mask  the  effect  of  the  160-foot  building's  massing  in  these 
photographs.  Yet  trees  are  a  changeable  presence,  since  they  may  be  trimmed,  reshaped  or 
removed  as  a  part  of  maintenance,  they  may  be  lost  in  storms  and  many  of  them  are  deciduous 
and  for  up  to  six  months  lose  their  leaves.  While  the  text  disclaims  the  use  of  trees  for  shadow 
studies,  the  photographs  employ  trees  as  cover  for  the  visual  impact  of,  particularly,  the  160- 
foot  tower  building.  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK) 

Third,  Visual  Quality.  The  DEIR  statement  on  page  35  "Therefore  the  proposed  project 
would  not  have  significant  effect  on  visual  quality"  is  the  most  absurd  statement  I  have  ever 
read.  Also  the  tower  conflicts  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Objective  3,  Policy  5: 
"Relate  the  height  of  building  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the  height  and 
character  of  existing  development"  (DEIR,  p.  24).  The  bulk  of  the  160-foot  tower  is  so 
imposing  and  so  out  of  scale  with  any  structure  in  Golden  Gate  Park  that  it  rattles  the 
imagination.  In  the  DEIR,  you  are  not  honest  enough  with  the  public  to  show  the  tower  from 
at  view  point  several  hundred  feet  to  the  west  on  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive.  In  your  view  from 
the  east  (Figure  9),  the  tower  is  conveniently  hidden  by  a  tree  that  will  have  to  be  removed  in 
order  to  build  the  tunnel  to  the  parking  garage.  Shame,  shame,  shame  on  you.  People  go  to 
the  park  to  see  nature,  to  escape  the  urban  pressures  of  modern  life,  not  to  have  our  senses 
insulted  and  ravaged  by  the  huge  buildings  that  create  the  very  same  pressures.  We  do  not  go 
to  the  park  to  have  our  solitude  shattered  by  such  a  massive,  ugly  structure. 

Mitigation  measure:  Force  the  museum  to  abide  by  the  60-foot  height  limit. 
(Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

INADEQUATE  RENDERINGS: 

The  third  major  problem  is  that  the  report  is  not  honest  about  the  building's  appearance.  Even 
the  cover  shows  not  the  building,  but  the  Music  Concourse's  band  shell,  which  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  EIR.  Renderings  in  the  report  itself  greatly  minimize  the  high-rise,  and  the  bland 
aircraft  carrier-like  design  of  the  building.  The  high-rise  is  depicted  as  being  about  twice  the 
height  of  the  building  when  it  is  really  about  4  times  the  height  of  the  building.  The  view  of 
building's  facade  is  hidden  in  the  renderings  by  trees  on  the  Concourse. 

RECOMMENDATION  #3:  Publish  visually  accurate  renderings  and  include  more  renderings 
of  how  the  structure  will  appear  from  surrounding  streets  and  hills.  .  . 
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This  section  of  the  EIR  is  embarrassing  in  its  lack  of  objectivity.  Views  of  existing  and 
proposed  towers  are  deceiving. 

•  From  JFK  Blvd,  the  camera  was  located  such  that  an  especially  tall  and  healthy 
eucalyptus  tree  is  blocking  the  majority  of  the  building  (p.  32).  The  high-rise  appears 
to  be  a  few  feet  taller  than  the  tree  when  it  is  in  fact  70'  taller  [than]  the  tree.  The  fact 
is  that  the  high-rise  will  be  visible  along  JFK  from  the  Conservatory  about  one-half 
mile  away. 

•  From  Eleventh  Avenue  (p.  33),  the  camera  was  located  such  that  the  only  4  story,  45' 
high  apartment  building  in  the  vicinity  is  blocking  the  view  of  the  high-rise  from  the 
sidewalk.  The  fact  is  that  the  high-rise  will  be  glaringly  visible  from  all  over  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods. 

•  In  a  strategically  chosen  photo  montage  from  the  band  shell  (p.  30),  the  proposed  high- 
rise  (which  is  approximately  twice  the  distance  from  the  viewer  as  the  existing  tower)  is 
minimized  in  apparent  size  by  the  effect  of  mechanical  perspective.  The  same 
deceptive  effect  of  perspective  is  enabled  by  the  creator  of  the  photomontage  from  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  (p.  31).  The  high-rise  is  NOT  twice  as  tall  as  the  building  as 
these  pictures  indicate;  it  is  four  times  as  tall  as  the  main  building. 

In  addition,  both  these  views  have  taken  unfair  advantage  of  the  trees  on  the  concourse 
to  hide  the  stark,  boring  architecture  of  the  building  itself. 

To  better  understand  the  impact  of  the  high-rise  on  areas  within  and  outside  the  park, 
photomontage  views  of  the  high-rise  should  be  generated  for  public  review  from  the  following 
locations: 

•  The  statue  centered  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  Concourse, 

•  Tenth  Ave.,  north  of  Fulton,  without  hiding  the  tower  behind  an  apartment  building, 

•  Atop  Strawberry  Hill  within  Stow  Lake  or  from  an  overlook  at  the  ease  ridge  of  Stow 
Lake, 

•  Open  viewing  points  in  Parnassus  Heights  and/or  Ashbury  Heights 

•  JFK  Blvd.  from  both  the  east  and  the  west  of  the  high-rise  tower  without  the 
obstruction  of  existing  very  mature  trees  with  short  life  expectancies. 

Moreover,  there  should  be  no  hiding  of  the  building  behind  the  central  Concourse's  trees,  and 
pictures  should  include  people  standing  near  the  building  for  proper  perspectives  of  its 
proportions. 

Unjustified  opinions  such  as  the  following  need  to  be  removed,  and  preferably  reversed,  as 
they  are  pure  cants. 

•  "[The  high-rise]  would  not  degrade  or  obstruct  scenic  views  from  the  Concourse  and 
would  not  result  in  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  visual  quality  (p.  34)." 
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•  "[The  building]  would  not  change  the  defining  characteristics  of  the  site  or  setting 
(p.  35)." 

•  "The  project  would  not  substantially  change  the  pastoral  character  of  the  landscape 
along  Kennedy  Drive  (p.  37)." 

•  " . .  .views  of  the  tower  from  public  streets  and  from  private  residences. .  .would  not  be 
considered  significant  adverse  effects  (p.  37-38)."  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a 
New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

Existing  and  proposed  views  of  the  project  site  are  illustrated  on  DEIR  pp.  30-33.  Discussion 
of  these  views  is  included  on  DEIR  pp.  29  and  35-36.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  35,  "[vjisual 
simulations  developed  from  four  selected  view  points  were  prepared  relatively  early  in  the 
building  design  process,  and,  therefore,  do  not  include  architectural  detailing  and  landscaping 
and  landscape  features  that  would  be  incorporated  in  the  project.  These  simulations,  seen  in 
Figures  7  through  10,  pp.  30-33,  illustrate  the  maximum  height  and  massing  proposed  for  the 
project  site."  These  figures  provide  representative  views  of  the  project  site  and  are  not 
intended  to  describe  every  possible  view;  they  accurately  depict  the  scale  and  mass  of  the 
proposed  project  from  locations  inside  and  outside  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  landscaping  and 
tree  canopy  illustrated  in  these  views  are  part  of  the  overall  context  for  the  project  site  and  are 
appropriately  represented  in  these  images  from  an  average  person's  height  to  reflect  how  park 
users  may  experience  them. 

Additional  views  of  the  project  site  and  proposed  views  with  the  project  from  John  F.  Kennedy 
Drive  looking  east  near  the  project  site;  from  10th  Avenue  and  Balboa  Street;  from  8th  Avenue 
and  Fulton  Street,  and  from  Lawton  Street  and  11th  Avenue  are  provided  herein.  The 
additional  views  and  related  text,  as  noted  below,  do  not  alter  the  conclusions  of  the  Visual 
Quality  analysis  in  the  DEIR. 
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DEIR  p.  29,  second  and  third  paragraphs,  are  revised  as  follows: 

Existing  views  looking  north  from  the  Band  Shell  near  the  project  site  include  views  of 
the  Music  Concourse  as  well  as  views  of  the  de Young  Museum  and  Asian  Art  Museum 
on  the  north  side  of  Tea  Garden  Drive  (see  Figure  7).  As  seen  in  Figure  8,  views 
across  the  Music  Concourse  from  near  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  include  the 
existing  museums,  museum  landscaping  along  Tea  Garden  Drive,  and  trees  beyond  the 
museums  along  Kennedy  Drive.  In  Figure  9,  View  West  on  Kennedy  Drive  from  near 
Tenth  Avenue,  the  existing  tower  and  east  wing  of  the  de  Young  Museum  are  visible 
beyond  the  existing  trees.  Figure  9A  illustrates  a  view  of  the  project  site  from  Kennedy 
Drive,  looking  southeast,  and  includes  a  view  of  the  existing  tower  beyond  the  mature 
trees  and  landscaping,  which  borders  the  museum  site  along  the  roadway.  From 
outside  Golden  Gate  Park,  north  of  the  project  site  on  11th  Avenue,  views  of  the 
existing  de  Young  Museum  tower  can  be  seen  from  neighborhoods  as  illustrated  in 
Figure  10,  while  other  portions  of  the  museum  building  are  obscured  by  dense  trees  and 
vegetation  within  the  park  along  Fulton  Street.  Figure  10A  illustrates  a  similar  view 
from  outside  Golden  Gate  Park;  however,  from  this  view  at  10th  Avenue  and  Cabrillo 
Street,  views  of  the  existing  building  or  tower  are  not  available  due  to  the  existing 
structures  and  landscaping  along  Fulton  Street.  In  Figure  10B.  View  Southwest  from 
8th  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street,  the  existing  tower  is  visible  above  existing  trees  within 
the  park.  Distant  views  from  the  project  site,  the  Music  Concourse  and  from  the 
Academy  of  Science  are  obscured  by  trees  within  the  park. 

Distant  views  of  the  project  site  can  be  seen  from  Strawberry  Hill,  inside  Golden  Gate 
Park,  but  are  partially  screened  by  trees  and  vegetation  on  the  northeast  slope  of 
Strawberry  Hill  and  northeast  of  Stow  Lake  Drive.  As  noted  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  EIR,  views  within  the  park  are  generally  "intimate"  rather  than 
"panoramic,"  due  to  the  "rolling  topography  and  internal  spaces  bounded  by  stands  of 
dense  trees  and  vegetation."1  Distant  views  of  the  project  site  from  outside  the  park 
may  be  visible  from  some  locations  in  the  Golden  Gate  Heights  neighborhood,  UCSF, 
or  from  Grand  View  Park,  as  illustrated  in  Figure  IOC.  View  North  on  11th  Avenue  at 
Lawton  Street,  where  the  existing  de  Young  Museum  tower  is  seen  above  the  treeline  of 
the  park.  Views  of  the  project  site  and  existing  buildings  on  the  site  from  Lincoln 
Way,  Stanyan  Street,  Fulton  Street  and  other  nearby  locations  outside  Golden  Gate 
Park  are  largely  obscured  by  trees  within  the  park  and  along  its  perimeter. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  36  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  project  would  alter  the  view  west  on  Kennedy  Drive  from  near  Tenth  Avenue,  as 
illustrated  in  Figure  9,  p.  32,  to  include  a  more  prominent  view  of  the  de  Young 
Museum;  the  new  tower  would  be  visible  in  the  foreground  but  would  be  largely 
obscured  by  trees.  Existing  trees  along  the  perimeter  of  the  project  site  along  Kennedy 
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Existing  Tflwei 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  CADR  Inc. 

 NEW     deYOUNG  MUSEUM 


FIGURE  9A:  VIEW  SOUTHEAST  ON  JOHN  F.  KENNEDY  DRIVE  (NEW) 


NEW    deYOUNG  MUSEUM 


FIGURE  I  OA:  VIEW  SOUTH  ON  I OTH  AVENUE  FROM  NEAR  CABRILLO  STREET  (NEW) 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE  CADR  Inc. 


NEW    DEYOUNG  MUSEUM 


FIGURE  I  OB:  VIEW  SOUTHWEST  FROM  8TH  AVENUE  AND  FULTON  STREET  (NEW) 


PROPOSED  VIEW 


SOURCE:  CADR  Inc. 

NEW    DEYOUNG  MUSEUM 


FIGURE  IOC:  VIEW  NORTH  ON  I ITH  AVENUE  AT  LAWTON  STREET  (NEW) 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Visual  Quality 


Drive  would  be  retained  as  seen  in  the  foreground  of  Figure  9  and  would  partially 
screen  the  proposed  building.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  include  a  loading 
dock  with  ingress  and  egress  at  Kennedy  Drive,  near  the  location  of  the  existing  Asian 
Art  Museum  loading  dock  west  of  Tenth  Avenue,  as  can  be  seen  within  the  existing 
trees  in  Figure  9A:  View  Southeast  on  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive.  The  new  loading  dock 
would  be  partially  obscured  by  the  berms,  varied  topography  and  trees  along  Kennedy 
Drive  and  would  not  substantially  alter  views  from  Kennedy  Drive  or  degrade  the 
pastoral  character  of  the  park  northwest  of  the  project  site.  The  location  of  the  tower 
element  of  the  museum  would  shift  from  a  location  near  the  Concourse  with  the  existing 
tower,  to  a  location  nearer  Kennedy  Drive  with  the  proposed  project,  as  seen  in 
Figure  9A. 

The  last  paragraph  on  DEER  p.  36  is  revised  as  follows: 

Distant  views  of  the  proposed  tower  from  outside  the  park  would  be  visible  from  some 
locations  in  the  Golden  Gate  Heights  neighborhood,  UCSF,  and  from  Grand  View 
Park,  as  seen  in  Figure  10A.  from  10th  Avenue  from  Near  Cabrillo  Street,  and  Figure 
IPC,  from  11th  Avenue  at  Lawton  Street.  Figure  10B.  from  8th  Avenue  and  Fulton 
Street,  is  a  view  from  near  a  park  entrance,  where  the  the  Educational  Tower  would  be 
seen  as  part  of  the  proposed  view.  As  illustrated  in  these  figures,  the  Education  Tower 
would  be  visible  from  different  vantage  points  than  the  existing  tower:  however, 
visibility  of  the  tower  does  not  in  itself  represent  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  views. 
The  Educational  Tower,  although  a  new  element  visible  from  viewpoints  outside  of 
Golden  Gate  Park,  would  be  seen  as  part  of  overall  views  of  the  park  and  would  not 
disrupt  or  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  scenic  views  from  public  areas. 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  37,  "[t]he  project  would  not  affect  the  formal  landscape  character  of  the 
Music  Concourse  itself,  and  the  proposed  project  landscape  plan  would  not  deter  the 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  the  park's  historical  landscape  character."  Trees  in  the 
Concourse  Area  would  be  retained  or  replaced  as  part  of  the  project's  landscape  plans,  as 
developed  in  coordination  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Please  see  discussion  of 
Trees  on  the  Project  Site  on  pp.  C&R.52-C&R.53,  below,  and  Mitigation  Measures,  Tree 
Protection  on  pp.  C&R.120-C&R.122  for  more  detailed  information  on  the  landscaping 
elements  of  the  proposed  project. 

Figures  9A,  10A,  10B  and  10C,  pp.  C&R.47-C&R.50  herein,  are  added  to  the  EIR  on 
pp.  32a,  33a,  33b,  and  33c,  respectively. 
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Please  see  also  the  discussion  of  Cultural  Resources  regarding  context  of  the  project  site,  pp. 
C&R.79-C&R.82  and  discussion  of  Light  and  Glare,  in  this  section,  pp.  C&R.40-C&R.41. 

Assessment  of  visual  impacts  does  not  normally  include  interior  views  of  existing  or  proposed 
structures;  rather,  the  analysis  relates  to  impacts  on  scenic  vistas  or  public  views.  Hearst 
Court  is  not  identified  as  an  historic  element  of  the  existing  de Young  Museum  or  Golden  Gate 
Park.  As  such,  an  interior  view  of  Hearst  Court  is  not  included  here. 


Trees  on  the  Project  Site 
Comments 


The  visual  analysis  assumes  that  the  surrounding  trees  reduce  the  impact  of  the  education  tower 
to  a  point  of  no  significance.  However,  the  sustainability,  health  and  life  span  of  the  trees 
immediately  surrounding  the  tower  should  be  assessed  to  determine  the  duration  that  they 
would  retain  their  screening  function.  Excavation  and  grading  will  be  required  around  the  root 
systems  of  many  of  these  trees,  and  it  is  not  clear  whether  these  trees  will  remain  after 
construction.  The  visual  analysis  should  be  expanded  to  assume  that  some  or  several  of  these 
trees  will  not  be  present  to  provide  screening.  The  visual  impacts  of  the  education  tower 
should  be  assessed  if  these  trees  are  removed.  .  . 

Page  15  -  The  function  of  trees  throughout  the  park,  and  adjacent  to  the  project  site  in 
particular,  are  significant  in  that  they  are  essential  to  the  integrity  of  the  park's  design  intent 
and  provide  continuity  of  landscape.  Impacts  to  trees  should  be  assessed  and  mitigated. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Additionally,  the  retention  of  mature  trees  close  to  the  tower,  or  any  portion  of  the  building, 
appears  highly  questionable  as  large  amounts  of  excavation  would  be  necessary  and  would 
disrupt  root  systems.  The  DEIR  does  not  adequately  explain  how  mature  trees  in  the  area 
surrounding  the  current  museum  building  would  be  protected  during  construction. 
(Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

Response 

The  project  would  replace  the  existing  buildings  and  improvements  on  the  site.  Excavation 
and  fill  of  portions  of  the  site  would  occur  where  structures  and  basement  areas  of  the 
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de Young  Museum  currently  exist  and  would  not  directly  affect  existing  mature  trees.  As  noted 
on  DEIR  p.  13,  the  historical  landscape  character  and  features  including  naturalistic  plantings, 
mature  trees,  and  the  palm  grove  would  be  retained  through  the  "development  and 
implementation  of  a  landscaping/  restoration  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. "  Removal  of  trees  without 
replacement  would  not  be  consistent  with  policies  and  objectives  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan.  DEIR  p.  13  also  notes  that  the  project  would  provide  for  retention  of  existing 
mature  trees  as  determined  by  a  tree  survey  and  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department.  To  retain  trees  identified  to  remain,  some  trees  may  require  protection  during 
construction  (including  excavation  and  other  site  work)  which  would  be  consistent  with  the 
project  sponsor's  commitment  to  retain  such  trees  and  to  consult  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  on  the  appropriate  steps  to  be  taken.  Additionally,  DEIR  p.  13  notes  that  the 
sustainability  and  health  of  trees  immediately  surrounding  the  building  would  be  assessed  "by  a 
tree  survey  of  the  project  site  and  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department"  as 
part  of  the  landscaping/restoration  plan  for  the  project,  which  would  retain,  replace  or  relocate 
existing  trees.  The  approach  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  policies  and 
objectives  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  to  continue  reforestation  as  older  or  diseased 
trees  are  removed  or  die  out.  Therefore,  it  can  be  assumed  that  even  though  individual  trees 
may  be  temporary,  the  overall  naturalistic  landscaping  and  tree  canopy  will  be  protected  and 
replaced  pursuant  to  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  objectives  when  individual  contributors 
die  out,  either  as  a  part  of  the  proposed  project  or  broader  park  reforestation  initiatives. 

Please  also  see  the  response  to  comments  regarding  the  landscaping/restoration  plan  in  this 
document  in  the  Mitigation  Measures  section,  Construction  Effects,  p.  C&R.118  and  Project 
Description,  Landscape  Plans,  p.  C&R.17. 
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Comments 


I'm  not  going  to  comment  today  on  the  aesthetics.  I  understand  the  reason  for  the  hearing, 
other  than  to  say  that  PAR  has  been  in  continuous  discussions  with  the  Fine  Arts  Museum 
regarding  the  aesthetics.  No  one  ever  has  the  same  opinion  about  architecture,  and  there  are 
always  ways  to  work  out  some  types  of  compromises  in  the  long  run.  And  we  will  continue  to 
do  this  until  the  final  project  is  completed.  (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for 
the  Richmond) 

Commenting  on  the  specifics  of  the  EIR,  the  De Young  Museum  is  of  course  a  premier 
institution  in  this  city,  and  there  is  no  question  that  the  existing  buildings  must  be  demolished 
and  replaced  as  soon  as  possible.  The  EIR  considers  visual  quality,  and  states  that  it  is 
subjective.  And  while  I  agree  there  are  some  elements  of  subjectivity  to  visual  quality,  the  fact 
that  this  hodge-podge  of  eight  existing  buildings  needs  to  be  demolished  is  incontrovertible. 
They  are  an  architectural  mess;  a  disgrace  to  the  whole  city  of  San  Francisco.  The  proposed 
design  is  a  spectacular  building,  by  one  of  the  world's  most  sensitive  and  contextual  architects, 
who  has  uniquely  fit  it  into  the  fabric  of  the  city.  (Jim  Chappell,  President,  San  Francisco 
Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association) 

I  also  want  to  state  that  I'm  convinced  that  the  majority  of  the  architects  of  San  Francisco 
support  this  design.  There  is  a  letter  circulating  right  now,  which  will  be  made  public  very 
soon  —  I  think  over  the  next  few  days  —  which  will  demonstrate  that.  (John  Loomis,  Chair  of 
the  Architectural  Program,  California  College  of  Arts  and  Crafts) 

First  of  all,  let  me  begin  by  saying  how  directly  this  project  impacts  my  life  as  I  live  on  the 
corner  of  10th  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  -  directly  across  from  the  De  Young.  Secondly,  let  me 
explain  that  I  support  the  People  for  a  New  deYoung's  position  on  the  EIR.  Not  only  is  the 
proposed  architectural  design  in  direct  conflict  with  anything  on  the  concourse,  but  I  refuse  to 
be  forced  to  look  out  of  my  windows  only  to  see  a  virtual  skyscraper  across  the  street.  If  that 
were  the  view  I  was  interested  in  acquiring,  I  would  stay  at  my  office  in  the  financial  district. 
You  may  not  have  the  pleasure  of  living  in  this  true  neighborhood,  but  you  do  have  the  power 
to  salvage  it.  Please  make  an  effort  on  our  behalf  to  stop  this  impact  from  slamming  our  lives. 
As  it  is,  the  burden  of  weekenders  in  the  park  is  hectic  but  tolerable.  If  you  allow  this  project 
to  pass,  it  will  be  very  difficult  for  those  of  us  who  live  by  the  de  Young  to  bear  the  brunt  of 
this  inappropriate  proposal.  (Ramelle  Ruff) 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  comments  submitted  by  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
regarding  the  de  Young  Museum  replacement  project's  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR). 
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I  believe  that  the  highly  "urban"  design  that  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco 
(FAMSF)  propose  to  build  is  inconsistent  with  Golden  Gate  Park's  role  as  a  green  sanctuary 
for  San  Francisco  and  its  visitors.  Furthermore,  the  dated  "modernist"  style  of  the  proposed 
design  is  severely  incompatible  with  the  Music  Concourse's  Beaux  Arts  architectural  tradition. 
Particularly  objectionable  is  the  14-story  "tower,"  which  would  compromise  much  of  the  Park. 

I  believe  that  all  of  these  factors  would  have  significant  negative  impacts  on  views,  on  the 
integrity  of  adjacent  historical  structures,  and  on  the  overall  visitor  experience  for  the  Park's 
patrons. 

While  I  acknowledge  the  FAMSF 's  generosity  in  self-financing  the  deYoung's  replacement,  I 
believe  that  the  FAMSF  could  better  advance  its  mission  -  and  better  serve  the  public  -  by 
selecting  a  design  that  is  more  harmonious  with  the  Park's  and  Museum  Concourse's  role. 
This  could  be  a  neotraditional  design  that  provides  a  visitor  experience  like  the  well-regarded 
existing  structure's;  or  a  truly  forward-looking,  innovative,  and  daring  design.  One  could 
imagine  postmodern  structures  that  meet  both  criteria.  But  what  the  FAMSF  currently  propose 
is  neither.  Instead,  it  appears  to  be  a  recycled  design  from  an  architectural  studio  with 
transient  good  buzz.  The  FAMSF,  the  Park,  and  the  city  can  do  better.  (Michael  Katz) 

The  report  notes  the  vagueness  of  the  Park  Master  Plan  regarding  the  de Young  Museum  which 
offers  little  guidance  and  glosses  over  the  Policies  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  yet  the 
Policies  in  Objective  3,  thoughtfully  interpreted,  could  result  in  a  significant  adverse  effect  on 
visual  quality  .  .  . 

Figures  7  and  8.  The  de  Young  Museum's  lower  roof  line,  facade  variations  and  longer 
building  mass  harmonize  with  the  site.  It  is  in  scale  with  the  Concourse  and  its  trees  and  the 
passing  pedestrians.  Its  elegant  tower,  in  scale  with  the  building,  the  Concourse  and  the  park, 
defines  the  entrance  with  its  classic  Pool  of  Enchantment. 

The  new  building's  higher  roof  line  dominates  the  Concourse.  Its  shorter  &  higher  mass  is  out 
of  scale  with  the  Concourse  and  could  become  oppressive  for  passing  pedestrians.  Entrances 
are  difficult  to  discern  from  these  views.  The  asymmetrical  tower  appears  irrelevant  to  the 
building,  its  entrances  and  the  Concourse  and  is  out  of  scale  with  the  Concourse  and  the  park. 
It  is  much  larger  than  it  appears  in  the  proposed  views.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

By  the  way,  we  usually  love  good  contemporary  architecture  but  the  pictures  of  the  proposed 
new  De  Young  make  it  look  as  if  it  doesn't  belong  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  (Olive  and  John 
Borgsteadt) 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  enthusiastic  support  for  the  design  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum 
by  Herzog  and  de  Meuron.  If  built  as  currently  designed,  the  New  de  Young  will  be  a  world- 
class  museum,  a  valuable  cultural  resource,  and  a  timeless  work  of  elegant  architecture  for  our 
city. 
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There  have  been  three  major  areas  of  concern  about  the  design  of  the  new  museum  expressed 
in  the  press  and  elsewhere:  the  loss  of  the  existing  buildings,  the  design  of  the  new  tower,  and 
the  appearance  of  the  new  building.  I  agree  with  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  that 
none  of  these  impacts  are  significant.  In  fact,  in  each  of  these  areas  I  believe  the  new  design 
represents  a  substantial  improvement  over  existing  conditions. 

The  design  of  the  New  de Young  Museum  replaces  an  architecturally  undistinguished  and 
structurally  flawed  collection  of  buildings  with  a  new  structure  that  meets  the  needs  of  a 
modern  museum  while  deftly  weaving  itself  into  the  landscape  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  As  a 
museum  facility,  its  sophisticated  new  gallery  spaces  will  attract  the  finest  international 
exhibitions.  As  a  building  in  the  park,  the  new  design  brilliantly  engages  the  landscape, 
welcoming  fingers  of  the  park  into  the  very  center  of  the  museum.  Due  to  its  smaller 
footprint,  the  proposed  building  will  return  roughly  45,000  square  feet  (1  full  acre)  of  new 
landscaped  areas  to  the  park,  a  feat  that  could  not  be  achieved  if  the  existing  buildings  were 
retained. 

The  children's  tower,  wrongly  criticized  as  a  "high  rise  in  the  park"  will,  in  fact,  be  a 
shimmering  sculpture  rising  among  the  trees  -  a  tree  house  for  all  of  us  to  climb  and  enjoy 
wonderful  new  perspectives  on  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  city  beyond.  The  shadows  it  will 
cast,  most  noticeably  in  overcast  winter  months  and  largely  over  existing  and  new  landscaped 
areas,  are  insignificant  compared  to  the  cultural,  educational  and  experiential  benefits  of  this 
new  civic  outlook. 

Finally,  the  appearance  of  the  New  de  Young  Museum  could  not  be  more  appropriate  for  a  new 
museum  built  in  a  park  setting.  Like  all  exceptional  architecture,  it  is  an  honest  building  of 
our  own  time,  not  a  false  replica  from  the  past.  It  sensitively  engages  its  environment,  not 
through  shallow  mimicry  of  nearby  buildings,  but  through  the  thoughtful  composition  of 
volumes,  the  careful  use  of  natural  materials,  and  the  poetic  intermingling  of  building  and 
landscape  in  the  best  tradition  of  California  architecture. 

The  New  de  Young  Museum  will  truly  be  a  joy  to  experience  -  a  new  civic  jewel  for  the  people 
of  San  Francisco.  I  strongly  urge  your  support  for  this  exceptional  design.  (William  Leddy, 
Vice  President,  Tanner  Leddy  Maytum  Stacy  Architects) 

Response 

As  evidenced  by  the  comments  above,  the  merits  of  architectural  design,  and  the 
appropriateness  of  a  new  building  at  the  project  site,  are  subject  to  individual  interpretations. 
These  comments,  to  a  large  extent,  reflect  the  opinions  of  individuals  pertaining  to  the 
museum's  design  and  do  not  comment  on  the  accuracy  or  adequacy  of  the  DEIR.  As  discussed 
in  the  DEIR  analysis  throughout  Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  DEIR  pp.  27-38,  and  additional 
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information  in  the  responses  to  comments  herein,  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  considered 
to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  Visual  Quality  as  it  would  not  have  a  demonstrable 
negative  aesthetic  effect  on  the  character  of  the  surrounding  area  nor  degrade  or  obstruct  scenic 
views  from  public  areas.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  regarding  Context  of  the 
Project  Site  and  Views  of  the  Project  Site,  in  this  section,  for  further  discussion. 

As  discussed  on  DEIR,  Project  Description,  pp.  15-16,  additional  approvals  would  be  required 
subsequent  to  certification  of  the  EIR.  These  approvals  would  include  the  adoption  of  CEQA 
findings  and  a  Mitigation  Monitoring  Program,  determination  for  consistency  of  the  project 
with  the  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  Section  101.1  Priority  Planning  Policies,  and  shadow 
determinations  under  Planning  Code  Section  295  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission;  consideration  of  the  parking  variance  by  the  Zoning 
Administrator;  Recreation  and  Park  Department  consultations  with  the  FAMSF  on  landscaping 
and  restoration  plans  and  project  access  plans;  and  review  and  approval  of  the  project  design 
and  project  implementation,  including  the  Mitigation  Monitoring  Program,  by  the  Board  of 
Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco. 


NOTES  -  Visual  Quality 


1  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Golden  Gate  Park  Draft  Master  Plan  Final  Environmental  Impact 

Report,  Case  No.  95.243E,  certified  July  9,  1998,  p.  107. 
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SHADOW 

Year-Round  Shadow  Trace 
Comment 

Page  39  (Figure  11)  -  In  the  Shadow  Analysis,  the  year-round  shadow  trace  for  the  existing 
facility  should  be  shown  in  comparison  to  Figure  1 1 .  The  figure  should  indicate  the  Japanese 
Tea  Garden  and  the  location  of  the  Special  Horticultural  Areas.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General 
Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

Figure  11,  Year-Round  Shadow  Trace,  on  DEIR  p.  40,  has  been  revised  to  include  the  shadow 
trace  from  the  existing  de Young  and  Asian  Art  Museum  buildings  on  the  project  site,  with  the 
net  change  with  the  proposed  project.  Revised  Figure  11  also  shows  the  outline  of  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  west  of  the  museum  site,  and  areas  in  the  project  vicinity  which  are 
designated  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  as  Special  Horticultural  Areas.  The  revised 
figure,  on  the  next  page,  shows  that  some  areas  now  shaded  at  some  time  of  year  by  the 
existing  buildings,  such  as  parts  of  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  the  Music  Concourse,  would 
not  be  shaded  by  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  areas  that  would  be  newly  shaded  by  the 
proposed  project. 

As  noted  in  Chapter  II ,  Project  Description,  DEIR  pp.  6  and  12,  the  New  de  Young  Museum 
would  have  a  smaller  footprint  than  the  existing  buildings,  and  would  be  further  east  of  the  Tea 
Garden  than  the  existing  museum,  which  also  affects  the  shadow  patterns. 

The  following  text  replaces  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph,  on  DEIR  p.  41: 

Figure  11  also  includes  the  shadow  trace  for  the  existing  museum  buildings,  and 
illustrates  the  difference  in  overall  shadow  effects  between  existing  conditions  and  the 
proposed  project.  The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  add  shade  to  the  north  and  east, 
and  reduce  shade  to  the  south  and  west,  because  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would 
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SOURCE:  CADP  INC.,  EIP  Associates 
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FIGURE  11:  YEAR-ROUND  SHADOW  TRACE  (REVISED) 
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have  a  smaller  footprint  than  the  existing  buildings,  and  would  be  further  east  of  the 
Tea  Garden  than  the  existing  museum.  The  Educational  Tower  would  cast  longer 
shadows  than  the  existing  de Young  Museum  tower. 

Comment 


Figure  [11].  I  don't  believe  that  shadows  of  buildings  are  the  same  as  shadows  of  trees,  unlike 
the  previous  speaker.  .  .  I  doubt  the  accuracy  of  Figure  11.  It  appears  to  be  in  conflict  with 
Figure  12.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

Response 


Please  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R.62  regarding  shadows  on  the  playground  area  north  of 
Kennedy  Drive. 

DEIR  p.  41  describes  Figure  11,  Year-Round  Shadow  Trace  and  notes  "Figure  11  outlines  the 
progression  of  shadows  that  would  be  cast  by  the  new  building  and  tower  during  the  course  of 
the  day,  from  one  hour  after  sunrise  to  one  hour  before  sunset,  throughout  the  year.  Figure  11 
does  not  illustrate  the  smaller  areas  that  would  be  shaded  at  specific  times  of  day  or  year,  such 
as  those  shown  in  Figures  12-15,  below.  The  figure  is  primarily  a  tool  for  indicating  the 
maximum  distance  that  the  new  shading  could  potentially  reach. "  Figure  1 1  also  shows  these 
shadow  conditions  without  regard  to  existing  structures,  landscaping  or  trees  in  the  park. 
Figure  12  ,  Shadow  Patterns,  December  21,  shows  project  shadows  at  three  specific  times, 
9:00  a.m.,  12  noon,  and  3:00  p.m.  PST,  and  therefore  shows  areas  actually  shaded  by  the 
proposed  project.  Figures  11  and  12  illustrate  shadow  information  in  different  forms,  but  are 
each  accurate  and  consistent  with  each  other. 

The  DEIR  does  not  analyze  shadow  created  by  the  extensive  mature  trees  in  the  project  area. 
However,  the  height  and  density  of  these  mature  trees  does  create  deep  shade  in  many  areas  of 
the  project  vicinity  and  this  existing  condition  can  be  considered  by  project  reviewers  and 
decision-makers  when  reviewing  the  effect  of  new  shadow. 
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Shadow  on  Playground  Area 
Comments 


The  next  comment,  Figure  12:  only  has  an  effect  at  3:00  p.m.  The  shadow  is  only  down  at 
3:00  p.m.,  but  we  all  know  that  children  are  in  school  until  3:00  p.m.  five  days  of  the  week. 
Therefore,  that  shadow  study  has  to  include  times  when  children  would  actually  be  using  the 
playground,  not  times  when  children  are  not  there.  And  I  know  it  is  the  winter  months,  but 
every  child,  when  they  get  out  of  school,  would  be  using  that  playground  from  3:00  until  5:00. 
And  I  want  that  included  in  the  study.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset 
Park  Neighbors) 

Shadow  is  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  but  figures  do  not  consider  that  time  of  day  when  the 
playground  will  be  used  by  children— after  school  from  3:30-5PM  (see  Figures  12-15). 
Furthermore,  the  entire  JFK  Drive  should  be  considered  a  playground,  but  in  the  draft  EIR  the 
tower  shadow  crossing  JFK  is  only  shown  as  single  points  without  considering  the  cumulative 
daily  effect. 

The  draft  EIR  mentions  shade  and  implies  that  trees  in  the  Park  also  create  shade  and  therefore 
building  shade  is  not  significant.  That  comment  is  so  insulting  as  to  be  shameful.  The  shade 
from  trees  is  NOT  the  same  as  the  shade  from  the  building  and  must  be  eliminated  from  the 
text  to  be  truthful.  Trees  move  with  the  wind.  Trees  have  dappled,  moving  shadows.  Park 
trees  inspire  the  eyesight  upward  to  the  sky.  Building  shade  is  far  different,  by  State  and  City 
laws. 

Mitigation:  Include  an  analysis  of  the  actual  number  of  hours  of  frequent  use  that  will  be 
impacted  by  the  tower  shadow  in  a  table  of  cumulative  times,  not  single  time  points,  at  4  single 
days  in  the  year.  Frequent  use  for  the  playground  should  specify  the  hours  for  school  age 
children's  use  and  the  percent  of  that  time  that  shadow  will  occur. 

The  true  mitigation  for  the  problem  of  shade  in  the  Park  created  by  the  tower  is  to  lower  the 
tower  in  the  design  or  to  remove  the  tower  to  a  location  with  less  impact  on  the  playground 
and  JFK  Drive.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

As  a  result  of  the  siting  and  size  of  the  high-rise  tower,  according  to  the  EIR,  an  existing 
Golden  Gate  Park  Children's  Playground  will  be  in  shadow  throughout  the  Fall  and  Winter 
months  during  the  after  school  hours  when  the  most  numbers  of  children  would  be  at  the 
playground.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 
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Response 

DEIR  p.  46  discusses  overall  effects  of  project  shadow  on  the  lawn  and  playground  area  north 
of  Kennedy  Drive,  near  Eighth  Avenue,  noting  "Over  the  course  of  a  year,  the  tower  would 
shade  parts  of  this  area  for  about  one  hour,  from  3  p.m.  to  4  p.m.  in  the  afternoon  from  mid- 
November  to  late  January.  This  does  not  account  for  existing  shade  at  those  times  from  tree 
cover  adjacent  to  the  lawn  and  playground  area;  that  is,  there  would  already  be  existing  shade 
in  some  of  those  areas  shaded  by  the  tower." 

From  November  to  January,  this  would  total  about  75  hours  of  new  shadow  on  the  playground 
area,  representing  less  than  2%  of  daylight  hours,  on  the  assumption  that  day  time  conditions 
were  not  overcast,  foggy  or  raining.  The  project  would  not  shade  the  playground  area  at  any 
other  time  of  year. 

EIP  Associates  completed  observations  of  playground  area  use  and  use  of  the  open  space  north 
of  Kennedy  Drive  on  September  8,  2000  and  September  15,  2000.  (This  is  shown  as  Area  A 
in  DEIR  Figures  1 1-15). 1  On  Friday,  September  8,  15 -minute  counts  from  3:00  p.m.  to 
4:45  p.m.  PDT  showed  from  about  5  people  to  36  people  in  the  vicinity,  with  peak  activity  at 
4:30  p.m.  About  half  were  adults  and  half  were  children.  Weather  conditions  were  clear, 
with  temperatures  in  the  high  60's.  The  playground  area  was  partially  shaded  by  existing 
trees,  ranging  from  about  40%  coverage  at  3:00  p.m.,  to  about  65%  at  4:45  p.m.  The  shading 
from  trees  had  an  open  character  through  the  branches  and  foliage.  About  half  the  visitors 
were  observed  in  shaded  areas.  Sunset  was  about  7:30  p.m.  On  Friday,  September  15,  15- 
minute  counts  from  2:00  p.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  also  showed  about  5  persons  to  about  36  persons  in 
the  vicinity,  with  peak  activity  at  4:30  p.m.  Weather  conditions  from  2:00  p.m.  to  4:15  p.m. 
were  overcast,  with  no  distinct  sun  or  shade  areas.  From  about  4:30  p.m.  to  5:00  p.m.,  the 
overcast  cleared,  with  resulting  shade  patterns  from  trees  covering  60%  to  70%  of  the  area. 
About  one-half  to  two-thirds  of  the  users  were  in  shaded  areas.  Sunset  was  about  7:20  p.m. 
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Levels  of  use  observed  in  September  would  likely  be  higher  than  in  November  to  January, 
when  daytime  temperatures  would  be  lower,  the  likelihood  of  rain  would  be  higher,  and 
twilight  and  sunset  would  be  earlier.  (Sunset  in  those  months  is  about  5:00  p.m.  to5:15p.m.) 

While  not  a  comprehensive  or  long  term  study,  the  two  days  of  observations  indicate  that 
visitors  use  the  playground  area  under  a  variety  of  sun  and  shade  conditions,  and  that  the 
project's  intermittent  shadow  effects  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  affect  use  or 
enjoyment  of  those  areas  of  the  park.  This  is  consistent  with  the  DEIR  conclusions  that  project 
shadow  effects  on  this  area  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  effect.  As  stated  on 
DEIR  p.  39,  this  conclusion  is  subject  to  confirmation  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission. 

Shadow  on  Residential  Areas 

Additional  parts  of  the  high-rise  will  also  cast  shadows  on  residential  open  space  and 
residential  windows  north  of  Fulton  Street  as  far  west  as  at  homes  facing  Thirteenth  Avenue 
and  as  far  east  as  Eighth  Avenue.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
Museum) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  39,  paragraph  two,  Planning  Code  Section  295  requires  review  of 
shadow  effects  of  buildings  over  40  feet  in  height  on  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission  between  the  hours  of  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour 
before  sunset,  at  any  time  of  year.  Figure  11,  Year-Round  Shadow  Trace,  DEIR  p.  40, 
illustrates  potential  project  shadows  for  those  times,  primarily  to  identify  possible  effects 
within  Golden  Gate  Park.  Figure  1 1  also  illustrates  potential  shading  from  the  proposed 
Educational  Tower  on  residential  areas  north  of  Fulton  Street.  Those  conditions  would  take 
place  around  December  21,  about  one  hour  after  sunrise,  and  about  one  hour  before  sunset. 
Potentially  shading  would  occur  for  up  to  one-half  hour  for  about  one  month  in  mid-December 
to  mid-January.  The  project  would  not  shade  residential  areas  at  any  other  time  of  day  or 
year.  As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  39,  Figure  11  information  does  not  include  shadows  from  existing 
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structures;  however,  at  those  times  of  day,  existing  residential  structures  would  at  least 
partially  shade  the  private  yard  areas,  or  windows  in  adjacent  structures.  Those  limited  project 
shadow  effects  on  private  open  space  would  not  be  considered  significant  adverse  effects.  In 
addition,  dense  groups  of  mature  trees  along  Fulton  Street  create  existing  shadow  on  the 
residential  structures  at  the  same  time  of  day  and  year  as  the  new  project  shadows. 

Shadow  Graphics 

Comments 


The  graphic  technique  used  on  pages  43  through  47  for  showing  the  location  and  extent  of 
shadows  is  deceiving  to  the  reader.  Typically,  dark  shades  are  used  for  showing  the  projected 
impact  of  the  subject  of  a  shadow  analysis,  while  light  shading  is  used  for  showing  existing 
ambient  shadowing  resulting  from  existing  structures.  In  this  presentation,  because  the  reverse 
approach  is  used,  the  reader  is  easily  led  to  believe  that  the  new  shadows  are  existing  and  vice 
versa.  This  leads  to  a  belief  that  there  is  little  or  no  additional  effect  of  the  proposed  building 
on  shadowing  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Richmond  District. 

The  shadow  graphics  are  also  very  deceiving  because  they  include  the  Concourse  and  Academy 
of  Sciences.  There  is  no  reason  to  do  this  other  than  to  make  the  high-rise's  shadows  appear 
far  smaller  than  they  are.  They  are  indeed  small  in  proportion  to  the  entire  Concourse,  but 
they  are  huge  in  the  context  of  the  high-rise,  the  children's  playground  and  JFK  Drive. 

The  graphic  presentation  of  the  shadow  analysis  needs  [to]  be  recast  and  presented  to  decision- 
makers and  the  public  in  a  more  conventional  and  less  deceiving  way.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman, 
People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

Figures  11-15,  DEIR  pp.  43-45  and  p.  47,  illustrate  net  new  project  shadow  for  12  times  a 
year  for  the  range  of  times  of  day.  As  noted  in  the  comment,  the  new  shade  is  shown  in  a 
lighter  graphic  pattern  than  existing  shade.  This  pattern  accurately  describes  the  new  shadow 
information,  and  permits  existing  features  in  the  figures  to  be  visible  under  the  pattern.  The 
scale  and  size  of  the  figures  also  accurately  present  the  shadow  effects  in  the  context  of  the 
project  site  and  vicinity.  The  figures  do  not  require  revision. 
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Planning  Code  Section  295 
Comments 


Finally  there  should  be  no  exception  to  Proposition  K  and  Planning  Code  Section  295,  which 
restricts  shadowing  of  park  areas.  PNdeY  believes  that  the  impacts  of  shadowing  alone  are 
sufficient  grounds  to  reject  this  project.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
Museum) 

Response 

DEIR  pp.  46-48  discuss  the  project  shadow  effects  in  Golden  Gate  Park  in  relation  to  Planning 
Code  Section  295,  and  conclude  that  those  effects  would  not  be  considered  significant  impacts. 
However,  DEIR  p.  48  notes:  "The  Planning  Commission,  acting  with  the  advice  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  will  make  a  final  determination  under  Planning  Code 
Section  295  with  respect  to  project  shadows." 

The  comments  also  express  an  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  project.  Those  comments  will  be 
considered  by  decision-makers  in  their  deliberations  on  the  project. 

Comments 


The  EIR  considers  shadow  issues,  and  conclusively  demonstrates  that  the  shadow  issues  of  the 
museum  are  trivial.  This  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  not  a  wilderness;  it  is  an  urban  park.  It 
is  intended  to  have  buildings  into  it,  and  I  guess  if  we  were  to  be  concerned  with  shadows  on 
the  parks,  we  would  have  to  have  issues  with  trees  in  the  parks.  (Jim  Chappell,  President,  San 
Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association) 

There  is  no  necessity  for  us  to  treat  Golden  Gate  Park  like  a  virgin  forest,  or  a  [stand]  of  old 
growth  redwood  trees.  I  mean  this  is  an  urban  park;  it  was  man-made.  I  have  seen  pictures  of 
this  great  park  ~  what  originally  was  there;  sand  dunes,  anchored  by  grasses  and  lupines. 
Whatever  shade  that  this  tower  casts,  it  can  be  taken.  In  regard  to  myself,  I  have  a  garden 
myself,  and  you  can  plant  rhododendrons;  azaleas;  hydrangeas;  foxgloves  —  and  it  can  still  be 
a  very,  very  pretty  part  of  the  park.  (Chooi  Eng  Grosso) 
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Now  some  of  you  may  not  like  the  shape  of  the  tower,  or  the  fact  that  it  will  move  around,  and 
so  forth,  but  there  are  reasons  for  those  things.  One  is,  if  the  tower  moves  around  very 
quietly,  as  it  plans  to  do,  the  shade  will  change,  and  that  would  be  very  beneficial  to  the  park, 
because  it  will  not  —  you  know,  light  any  one  area,  and  it  will  also  cause  much  less 
concentration  of  shade.  This  is  desirable  in  an  attractive  park  like  that  one. 
(Margarite  Archer) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  DEIR  pp.  39-58  describe  project  shadow  effects  in  Golden  Gate 
Park,  and  conclude  that  those  effects  would  not  be  significant  adverse  impacts. 


NOTES  -  Shadow 


1 .         The  observation  data  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning  Department, 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Fourth  Floor. 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 


Comments  on  the  DEIR 


Comments 


The  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  (OHP)  has  broad  responsibility  for  the 
implementation  of  both  federal  and  state  historic  preservation  programs  in  California.  .  . 

CEQA  requires  a  lead  agency  to  provide  a  description  of  the  project  vicinity  as  it  exists  before 
the  commencement  of  a  project.  While  the  description  of  the  environmental  setting  need  not 
be  lengthy,  it  must  provide  clear  and  definite  information  regarding  the  location,  extent,  and 
character  of  the  resources  on  or  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  To  fail  to  meet  this  minimum 
standard  is  to  render  the  EIR  inadequate.  (Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

HISTORICAL  VALUE: 

The  EIR  is  all  but  devoid  of  information  on  the  area's  historical  value,  as  the  letter  from 
California  Office  of  Historical  Preservation  covers  so  well. 

RECOMMENDATION  #  7:  Add  realistic  summary  of  the  project's  historicity... 

Another  glaring  omission  is  the  EIR's  lack  of  historical  references.  Fortunately  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation  has  written  a  very  revealing  letter  about  this  omission. 
(Appendix  C)  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

Comments  from  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and  others  are  appreciated  and  will  be 
considered  by  decision  makers  when  hearings  are  conducted  to  approve,  amend  or  reject  the 
proposed  project.  Approval  requirements  to  implement  the  project  are  outlined  on  DEIR  pp. 
15-16.  These  approvals  include  actions  and  consultations  by  the  Planning 
Commission/Planning  Department,  the  Zoning  Administrator,  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  and  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco.  The 
proposed  project  does  not  require  approval,  actions  or  consultation  from  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office. 
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The  environmental  setting  for  the  project  site  and  the  surrounding  area,  including  historical 
references,  is  described  in  detail  in  DEIR  Chapter  III,  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts.  For 
example,  the  land  use  setting  is  found  on  DEIR  pp.  17-20;  and  the  visual  setting  is  discussed 
on  DEIR  pp.  27-33,  including  four  photographs  of  the  project  site  from  various  vantage  points 
from  Golden  Gate  Park  and  from  outside  the  park.  The  historical  landscape  character, 
structures,  and  recreational  uses  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse  area  are 
described  in  the  Land  Use  Setting  section  on  DEIR  pp.  18-19.  The  EIR  specifically  describes 
the  historical  landscape  character,  organization  of  open  space,  landscaping  features,  and 
structures  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  project  vicinity  in  the  Visual  Quality  Setting  section  on 
pp.  27-28.  Thus,  the  EIR  provides  complete  information  about  the  resources  on  and  adjacent 
to  the  project  site,  fully  meeting  obligations  for  environmental  setting  information  as  set  out  in 
CEQA  and  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines. 

The  DEIR  is  revised  on  p.  17,  before  the  last  partial  sentence  on  that  page,  to  include  the 
following  text: 

The  existing  museum  is  comprised  of  eight  buildings,  constructed  at  different 
times,  and  reconstructed  and  substantially  altered  over  time.  Due  to  damage 
caused  during  the  Loam  Prieta  earthquake  in  1989.  the  exterior  of  the  buildings 
are  now  braced  with  a  system  of  exposed  steel,  concrete  buttresses  and  steel 
roof  plates. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  comments  regarding  Historical  Resources,  below,  under 
Adequacy  of  the  Initial  Study,  DEIR  Appendix  A. 

Adequacy  of  the  Initial  Study,  DEIR  Appendix  A 

Comments 

Records  at  this  office  were  reviewed  to  determine  if  this  project  could  adversely  affect 
historical  resources.  The  review  for  possible  historic  structures,  however,  was  limited  to 
references  currently  in  our  office.  The  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  has  determined  that  any 
building  or  structure  45  years  or  older  may  be  of  historic  value.  Therefore,  if  the  project  area 
contains  such  properties  they  should  be  evaluated  by  a  historian  prior  to  commencement  of 
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project  activities.  Please  note  that  use  of  the  term  historical  resources  includes  both 
archaeological  sites  and  historic  structures.  .  . 

XX    The  proposed  project  area  has  the  possibility  of  containing  unrecorded  archaeological 
site  (s).  A  study  is  recommended  prior  to  commencement  of  individual  project 
activities. 

XX   Research  indicates  the  presence  of  one  or  more  buildings  or  structures  that  may  have 
historic  significance.  Therefore  it  is  recommended  that  an  architectural  historian  record 
and  evaluate  the  potentially  important  historic  resources.  .  . 

  Comments: 

If  archaeological  resources  are  encountered  during  the  project,  work  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
should  be  halted  until  a  qualified  archaeologist  has  evaluated  the  situation.  (Leigh  Jordan, 
Coordinator,  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System) 

Although  the  DEIR  does  not  address  the  issue  of  impacts  to  significant  historical  resources  as  a 
result  of  the  findings  made  in  the  Initial  Study  (IS)  for  this  project,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  OHP 
that  the  analysis  in  the  IS  is  inadequate  to  support  a  finding  of  no  impacts  to  historical  or 
cultural  resources.  .  . 

The  IS  does  not  identify  the  eligibility  criteria  for  the  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources  as  the  standard  required  by  CEQA  in  the  evaluation  of  resources  for  purposes  of 
determining  significance.  (PRC,  Section  21084.1)  The  California  Register  eligibility  criteria 
are  as  follows,  "An  historical  resource  must  be  significant  at  the  local,  state,  or  national  level 
under  one  or  more  of  the  following  four  criteria:  (1)  It  is  associated  with  events  that  have  made 
a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  local  or  regional  history,  or  the  cultural 
heritage  of  California  or  the  United  States;  (2)  It  is  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons 
important  to  local,  California,  or  national  history;  (3)  It  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics 
of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  construction,  or  represents  the  work  of  a  master  or 
possesses  high  artistic  values;  or;  (4)  It  has  yielded,  or  has  the  potential  to  yield,  information 
important  to  the  prehistory  or  history  of  the  local  area,  California,  or  the  nation."  (CCR,  Title 
14,  Chapter  11.5,  Section  4852(b)). 

The  IS  fails  to  address  whether  any  of  the  properties  in  the  project  area  meet  these  criteria. 
Instead  it  merely  states,  "There  are  no  historic  districts  or  properties  listed  in  City,  state,  or 
federal  inventories  on  the  project  site  or  within  the  project  vicinity."  (DEIR,  page  A. 24) 
First,  this  statement  is  in  error  as  it  fails  to  identify  that  the  immediately  adjacent  Japanese  Tea 
Garden  is  currently  listed  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  Second,  this 
statement  does  not  address  the  fact  that  a  resource  may  be  significant  despite  a  lack  of  listing  in 
any  local,  state,  or  federal  register  or  inventory.  CEQA  Statute  specifically  states,  "The  fact 
that  a  resource  is  not  listed  in,  or  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in,  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources,  not  included  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources,  or  not 
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deemed  significant  pursuant  to  criteria  set  forth  in  subdivision  (g)  of  Section  5024.1  [in  a  local 
inventory]  shall  not  preclude  a  lead  agency  from  determining  whether  the  resource  may  be  an 
historical  resource  for  purposes  of  this  section."  (PRC,  Section  21084.1)  Therefore,  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  the  lead  agency  on  this  project,  to 
evaluate  the  properties  potentially  impacted  by  the  project  against  the  California  Register 
criteria  prior  to  making  a  finding  that  there  are  no  impacts  to  historical  resources.  To  merely 
reference  a  lack  of  listing  on  any  local,  state,  or  federal  inventory  does  not  fulfill  this 
obligation.  .  . 

In  addition  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  IS  and  DEIR  in  relation  to  the  eligibility  of  the  museum 
itself  for  listing  in  the  California  Register,  both  the  IS  and  DEIR  fail  to  address  the  issue  of 
impacts  of  the  proposed  new  construction  on  the  immediately  adjacent  Japanese  Tea  Garden. 
The  garden  is  currently  listed  in  the  California  Register  as  a  result  of  its  having  been  formally 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  in  1994.  How  the  proposed  new 
construction  will  impact  the  setting  and  feeling  of  the  Tea  Garden  is  an  extremely  important 
issue  that  is  addressed  nowhere  in  either  the  IS  or  the  DEIR.  (Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

Response 

In  determimng  in  the  Initial  Study  that  the  project  would  not  adversely  affect  an  historic  site  or 
property  of  historic  or  cultural  significance,  the  applicable  requirements  of  CEQA  and  the 
CEQA  Guidelines  were  followed.  CEQA  requires  the  lead  agency  to  review  four  different 
types  of  existing  information  when  conducting  historic  resource  analysis.  Public  Resources 
Code  Section  21084.1  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5  require  that  a  resource  be 
considered  a  historical  resource  if  the  resource  is  (1)  listed  in  the  National  Register  or  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,  (2)  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  by 
the  State  Historical  Resources  Commission,  (3)  included  in  a  local  register  of  historical 
resources,  or  (4)  identified  as  significant  in  a  historical  resource  survey  that  meets  the  criteria 
of  Public  Resources  Code  Section  5024.1(g).  In  addition,  Public  Resources  Code  Section 
21084.1  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5  permit  (but  do  not  require)  the  local 
government  to  consider  a  resource  historic  even  if  it  does  not  fall  within  one  of  the  above-listed 
categories.  Further,  under  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  14,  Section  4852,  even  if  one 
or  more  of  the  enumerated  criteria  necessary  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  is  met,  in 
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order  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register,  resources  also  must  retain  "enough  of 
their  historic  character  or  appearance  to  be  recognizable  as  historical  resources  and  to  convey 
the  reasons  for  their  significance." 

The  Initial  Study  analysis  reviewed  information  from  several  sources  including  the  City's  1976 
Department  of  City  Planning  City  wide  Architectural  Survey,  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources  and  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  listings,  provisions  of  Article  10  and 
Article  11  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  and  an  analysis  of  the  architectural  history  of  the  M.H. 
de Young  Memorial  Museum  prepared  by  architectural  historian  Michael  Corbett.  While  the 
Corbett  Report  does  not  evaluate  the  existing  de  Young  Museum  for  eligibility  of  the  property 
for  listing  in  the  California  Register  or  any  other  program  for  historical  resources,  the  report 
provides  specific  information  regarding  construction  of  various  portions  of  the  museum 
buildings,  demolition  and  alteration  of  site  structures  over  time,  and  the  structures'  current 
lack  of  historical  integrity.  Based  on  all  of  the  above  data,  qualified  EIR  preparers  concluded 
in  the  Initial  Study  that  none  of  the  eight  buildings  on  the  site  meet  the  definition  outlined  in 
Public  Resources  Code  Section  21084.1  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5.  (Please  also 
see  the  response  to  comments,  pp.  C&R.73-C&R.77,  for  further  discussion  of  issues 
pertaining  to  the  historical  integrity  of  resources  as  related  to  the  CEQA  definition  of  historical 
resources.) 

The  City  relies  on  the  registers  and  surveys  that  have  already  reviewed  and  analyzed  structures 
and  areas  in  the  vicinity  when  it  determines  whether  a  building  is  a  historical  resource.  Only 
where  there  is  no  available  survey  information,  or  where  the  significance  of  an  identified 
resource  is  unclear,  does  the  City  perform  additional  evaluations  of  building  significance.  In 
this  case,  none  of  the  eight  buildings  on  the  de  Young  Museum  project  site  were  identified  as 
possible  historic  resources. 

Archaeological/Cultural  Resources  are  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study  on  p.  A. 24  of  the  DEIR. 
As  discussed  on  p.  A. 24,  the  proposed  project  is  located  in  "an  area  where  intensive  fill  and 
grading  activities  have  occurred  since  1871.  Previous  construction  activities  associated  with 
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the  existing  structures,  such  as  excavation,  grading  and  other  ground  disturbances,  have 
occurred  at  the  project  site."  These  previous  construction  activities  have  not  revealed  the 
presence  of  archaeological  resources  at  the  project  site.  As  such,  the  potential  for  such 
resources  to  be  disrupted  or  adversely  affected  is  considered  very  low  and  mitigation  measures 
are  not  required. 

The  last  paragraph  on  p.  A. 24  of  DEIR  Appendix  A,  the  Initial  Study,  is  amended  as  follows: 

There  are  no  historic  districts  or  properties  listed  in  City,  state  or  federal  inventories  on 
the  project  site  or  within  the  project  vicinity.  The  de  Young  Museum  is  not  listed  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  or  the  California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources  nor  is  it  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article  11  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.  Despite  their  long  association  with  the  de  Young  Museum,  existing 
interior  detailing  and  prominent  elements  of  the  museum  site,  such  as  the  Hearst  Court 
and  the  Pool  of  Enchantment,  are  not  considered  significant  individual  resources;  they 
are  elements  of  the  M.H.  de  Young  Museum  that  have  been  added  and/or  altered  over 
time.  The  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  has  been 
automatically  listed  in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  as  a  result  of  a 
formal  determination  of  eligibility  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  in  1994.  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  a  whole,  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  in 
the  Music  Concourse  area  of  the  park,  may  be  individually  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  proposed  project  would  not  materially  impair  the 
physical  characteristics  of  the  adjacent  resources  or  the  immediate  surroundings  which 
may  contribute  to  their  individual  significance,  nor  would  the  project  impair  the  ability 
of  the  adjacent  resources,  including  Golden  Gate  Park  as  a  whole,  to  convey  their 
historical  significance.  As  such,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  any 
substantial  adverse  environmental  effects  to  these  resources:  however,  due  to  the 
project's  location  adjacent  to  other  Concourse  improvements  and  to  the  Japanese  Tea 
Garden,  mitigation  measures  are  included  on  pp.  A.25-A.26  to  reduce  temporary 
construction-related  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Thus,  these  issues  will  not 
be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  project  includes  plans  to  retain  the  two  sphinx  statues  and 
other  sculptures  on  the  site  as  well  as  to  relocate  and  reconstruct  a  Pool  of 
Enchantment. 

Demolition  of  the  existing  museum  buildings  and  construction  of  the  new  museum  would  not 
result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  the  Music 
Concourse  or  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  As  discussed  in  response  to  comments  on 
pp.  C&R.79-C&R.82,  replacement  of  the  existing  buildings  with  the  proposed  project  is  not 
expected  to  materially  impair  the  historical  characteristics  of  either  the  park  as  a  whole  or  the 
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Music  Concourse.  In  addition,  the  project  would  not  impact  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  The 
new  building  would  be  set  back  further  from  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  than  the  existing 
museum  building,  and  additional  landscaping  would  act  to  enhance  and  protect  the  Tea  Garden 
rather  than  having  any  negative  impact.  Please  see  also  discussion  of  Construction  Impacts  on 
Historical  Resources,  below. 


Historical  Integrity  of  Structures  on  the  Project  Site 
Comments 


I'm  a  third-generation  San  Franciscan,  so  there  is  a  lot  of  nostalgia  involved  in  the  present 
building,  but  let's  face  it,  it  is  not  an  historic  building,  and  it  is  not  particularly  a  great 
architectural  gem.  (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

The  de  Young's  1917-1925  design  certainly  qualifies  as  an  important  historical  building 
especially  if  some  of  the  Spanish  style  exterior  ornamentation  is  restored.  Just  check  San 
Diego's  Balboa  Park.  The  entrance  with  its  central  tower  and  Pool  of  Enchantment  is  classic. 
The  Hearst  Court  and  surrounding  halls  and  galleries  are  also  historic  and  worth  saving. 
Room  exists  to  the  west  and  north  for  developing  needed  space.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

The  Draft  EIR  gives  very  short  shrift  to  the  existing  de  Young  Museum  complex,  with  very 
little  by  way  of  description  or  illustration.  The  Initial  Study  determined  that  the  existing 
buildings  were  not  considered  a  cultural  resource  and  required  no  further  discussion  on  the 
EIR.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  structures  that  housed  a  major  museum  of  art  &  culture 
for  80  years  are  not  considered  a  cultural  resource,  regardless  of  their  architectural  merits. 
However,  even  if  the  buildings  do  not  merit  discussion  in  the  EIR  as  a  cultural  resource,  jt 
seems  absurd  to  virtually  ignore  them  in  an  EIR  that  discusses  their  total  replacement! 
(Michael  M.  Levin) 

Additionally,  it  would  be  an  error  to  rely  on  the  report  prepared  by  Michael  Corbett  in  1994 
(An  Architectural  History  of  the  M.  H.  de  Young  Memorial  Museum)  as  evidence  of  non- 
eligibility  of  the  property  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  the  Corbett  Report,  which  was 
prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco,  does  not  make  a  finding  as 
to  the  eligibility  of  the  property  for  listing  in  the  California  Register,  nor  any  registration 
program.  This  level  of  analysis  was  not  requested  of  Mr.  Corbett  in  his  drafting  of  the  report. 
Second,  the  Corbett  Report  is  merely  an  analysis  of  the  architecture  of  the  property  and  does 
not  address  the  issue  of  its  association  with  significant  events  or  people  (eligibility  criteria  1 
and  2  for  the  California  Register).  In  fact,  the  Corbett  Report  specifically  states,  "As  an 
architectural  history,  the  focus  of  this  study  is  on  the  buildings  and  not  on  the  museum  as  an 
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institution,  on  its  collections,  or  on  the  people  of  the  museum."  (Corbett  Report,  page  1) 
Third,  the  Corbett  Report  was  prepared  at  a  time  when  the  changes  made  to  the  property  in 
1949  had  not  yet  reached  50  years  of  age  (the  usual  minimum  age  required  for  California 
Register  eligibility).  Prior  to  the  time  that  those  changes  achieved  this  age,  an  argument  could 
be  made  that  the  changes  were  so  extensive  as  to  have  impacted  the  historical  integrity  of  the 
property  to  the  point  of  its  being  ineligible  for  listing.  However,  now  that  those  changes  have 
reached  50  years  of  age,  they  themselves  may  be  considered  historically  significant  and  the 
property  should  be  evaluated  in  light  of  this  fact.  (Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

Response 

The  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  Initial  Study  and  in  the 
Architectural  Report  prepared  by  Michael  Corbett,  which  is  on  file  with  the  Planning 
Department.  The  de Young  Museum  is  illustrated  in  views  from  the  Music  Concourse  on 
DEIR  pp.  30-31  in  the  Visual  Quality  section.  The  potential  environmental  effects  of 
replacement  of  the  de  Young  Museum  structures  are  discussed  throughout  DEIR  Chapter  III, 
Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts,  including  the  project's  relationship  to  the  landscape  of 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Music  Concourse  area. 

The  building  originally  constructed  at  the  de  Young  site  to  host  the  1894  Midwinter 
International  Exposition  was  demolished  many  years  ago,  after  the  death  of  Michael  de  Young 
in  1925.  While  the  historical  associations  with  the  institutional  use  of  the  M.H.  de  Young 
Museum  itself  cannot  be  refuted,  all  the  evidence  indicates  that  the  architecture  of  the  museum 
lacks  sufficient  historical  integrity  to  qualify  as  an  historical  resource  under  Public  Resources 
Code  Section  21084.1  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5.  The  architectural  materials  and 
features  that  are  important  in  defining  the  historic  character  of  the  museum  buildings  have  been 
substantially  altered  over  time  to  impair  the  buildings'  ability  to  convey  historical  significance. 
In  addition,  to  continue  to  use  these  buildings  as  a  museum  would  require  demolition  and 
reconstruction  of  substantial  interior  and  exterior  elements  (see  DEIR  pp.  90-92,  Alternative  B: 
Reuse  of  Existing  Museum  Buildings). 
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Resources  that  are  identified  as  significant  and  potentially  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  or  the  California  Register  must  be  evaluated  for  their  historical  integrity.  In  addition 
to  meeting  one  of  the  enumerated  criteria  of  significance,  a  resource  also  must  retain  "enough 
of  their  historic  character  or  appearance  to  be  recognizable  as  historical  resources  and  to 
convey  the  reasons  for  their  significance."1  Integrity  is  the  ability  of  a  property  to  convey  its 
significance  and  involves  seven  aspects  including:  location,  design,  setting,  materials, 
workmanship,  feeling  and  association.  These  aspects  closely  relate  to  the  resource's 
significance  and  must  be  intact  for  eligibility  for  National  and  California  Registers.  While  the 
location,  setting,  and  association  of  the  de Young  Museum  have  retained  historical  integrity, 
these  aspects  are  considered  to  be  associated  with  the  institutional  use  of  the  de  Young  Museum 
and  are  elements  that  would  be  retained  with  the  proposed  project.  The  design,  materials, 
workmanship,  and  feeling  of  the  buildings  have  been  significantly  altered  throughout  the 
museum's  history  to  include  no  less  than  seven  additions,  substantial  interior  and  exterior 
renovations,  and  numerous  demolitions  documented  in  the  Corbett  Report  cited  in  the  Initial 
Study.  The  Corbett  Report  provides  documentation  to  substantiate  the  fact  that  the  historical 
integrity  of  the  buildings  has  been  considerably  compromised.  For  example,  the  tower 
ornamentation  that  was  reminiscent  of  the  original  Fine  Arts  Building's  ornamentation  was 
removed  many  years  ago  to  address  structural  concerns. 


As  indicated  in  the  Initial  Study,  the  existing  de  Young  museum  is  not  listed  in  any  local,  state 
or  federal  inventory  or  register  of  historic  resources.  Nor  has  the  de  Young  museum  been 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  either  the  California  Register  or  the  National  Register.  The 
existing  eight  museum  buildings  have  been  constructed  at  different  times,  reconstructed  and 
substantially  altered  over  time.  They  do  not  represent  a  cohesive  overall  architectural 
character  and  are  an  amalgam  of  cumulative  changes.  The  museum  as  an  institution  is 
associated  with  Michael  H.  de  Young,  publisher  of  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle.  It  is  the 
institution  and  not  the  physical  structures  which  carry  an  association  with  Mr.  de  Young. 
Michael  de  Young  died  in  1925  and  the  original  1894  Museum  building  was  demolished  after 
his  death.  In  addition,  many  modifications  and  additions  were  made  subsequently  such  that  the 
remaining  buildings  have  little  resemblance  to  the  structures  as  originally  constructed  and  as 
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existing  at  the  time  of  de Young's  death.  With  the  project,  the  museum  would  remain, 
reconstructed  in  a  single  new  building  that  would  house  the  museum's  collection. 

Reference  to  the  Architectural  History  report  of  the  museum  prepared  by  Michael  Corbett, 
cited  in  the  Initial  Study,  is  relevant  to  the  lack  of  integrity  of  the  existing  museum  buildings. 
The  original  museum,  constructed  in  1894  for  the  California  Midwinter  International 
Exposition,  was  added  onto  in  stages  between  1917-1921.  With  an  expansion  of  the  museum 
in  the  late  1920 's,  the  original  building  was  demolished.  Due  to  structural  problems  with  the 
building  exterior,  the  exterior  was  remodeled  in  1949.  Comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  have  noted 
that  the  1949  remodeling  was  not  yet  50  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  Corbett  report  in  1994. 
The  Corbett  report  points  out  that  the  remodeled  building  was  "barely  noticed"  by  architectural 
critics  when  the  1949  remodeling  took  place  and  in  1980,  one  commentator  wrote  that  the 
building  is  "disconcertingly  anonymous  today."2  In  1953,  another  addition  to  the  building 
followed.  In  1964,  the  west  wing  of  the  building  was  demolished,  followed  by  numerous 
interior  alterations  to  the  interior  of  the  east  wing.  After  damage  caused  to  the  museum  in  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  1989,  the  building  exterior  has  been  braced  with  a  system  of 
exposed  exterior  steel,  concrete  buttresses  and  steel  roof  plates.  The  substantial  alterations  of 
the  existing  museum  structures  over  time,  seismic  problems  and  corrective  bracing  have 
impacted  and  compromised  the  integrity  of  the  structures,  and  have  repeatedly  affected  areas 
remodeled  in  1949  and  earlier. 

The  existing  de  Young  buildings  are  not  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant 
contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  California's  history  and  cultural  heritage.  Originally 
constructed  for  the  Midwinter  International  Exposition  in  1894,  the  then  existing  building  was 
converted  for  use  as  the  museum  and  its  association  is  linked  with  Michael  de  Young.  This 
buildings  was  demolished.  Major  elements  of  the  1917-1921  Mullgardt  additions  have  either 
been  demolished  or  significantly  altered.  The  buildings  existing  today  no  longer  bear  a 
resemblance  to  the  buildings  as  they  existed  at  the  time  of  Mr.  de  Young's  death.  The  site  is 
associated  with  its  long  standing  use  for  the  museum  founded  by  Mr.  de  Young.  This  use  will 
continue  with  the  proposed  project. 
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The  buildings  as  they  exist  today  also  do  not  embody  any  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type, 
period,  region,  or  method  of  construction  or  represent  the  work  of  an  important  creative 
individual  or  possess  high  artistic  values.  Nor  have  they,  or  any  construction  associated  with 
the  substantial  site  construction  activities  over  the  years,  yielded  any  information  important  to 
prehistory  or  history.  While  the  Corbett  report  recognizes  that  the  building  constructed  in 
1917-1921,  with  rich  exterior  ornamentation,  was  recognized  in  the  American  architectural 
press,  due  to  the  structural  problems  with  the  exterior  ornamentation  revealing  itself  as  early  as 
1932,  the  exterior  of  the  building  was  later  completely  remodeled.  The  west  wing  of  this 
addition  was  demolished  in  the  1960s  and  replaced  with  the  new  Brundage  wing  which 
resembles  in  appearance  only  the  1949  remodeling  at  the  front.  The  museum  site  is  important 
in  the  context  of  the  Music  Concourse  and  as  an  institution.  The  site  remains  and  would  house 
a  new  facility  for  the  long  standing  de Young  institution. 

The  conclusions  reached  in  the  Initial  Study  were  determined  taking  into  consideration  historic 
registers  and  surveys,  information  contained  in  the  Corbett  report,  the  existing  integrity  and 
condition  of  the  buildings  and  the  legal  requirements  of  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  It 
is  the  institution  and  its  collection  which  are  important  and  the  museum  in  its  site  context  at  the 
Music  Concourse.  Even  if  the  existing  buildings  were  retained,  much  of  their  interior  and 
exterior  would  need  to  be  demolished  and  reconstructed  (see  discussion  of  Reuse  Alternative  in 
Draft  EIR  at  pp.  90-92). 

The  new  museum  would  be  constructed  on  the  same  site  as  the  existing  museum  buildings.  As 
discussed  in  the  Project  Description  on  DEIR  p.  13,  the  historical  landscape  character  and 
features  including  naturalistic  plantings,  mature  trees,  and  the  palm  grove  would  be  retained 
through  the  "development  and  implementation  of  a  landscaping/  restoration  plan  in 
consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan."  A  relocated  and  reconstructed  Pool  of  Enchantment  would  be  included.  In 
addition,  the  spatial  organization  and  relationship  of  the  new  museum  building  to  the  Music 
Concourse  and  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  a  whole,  would  be  retained  under  the  proposed  project. 
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Historic  District  Eligibility 

Comments 


Golden  Gate  Park  is  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NR.)  Informal 
discussions  with  the  National  Park  Service  indicate  that  the  park  is  likely  to  be  eligible  as  a 
National  Historic  Landmark,  the  highest  standing  a  historic  property  can  have  in  the  United 
States.  In  the  Concourse  area,  Golden  Gate  Park  is  graced  with  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and 
the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  which  have  been  determined  individually  eligible  for  the  NR. 
It  is  highly  likely  that  Golden  Gate  Park  would  meet  the  State  of  California's  criteria  of 
significance  for  historic  resources.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and 
Park  Department) 

Finally,  the  Corbett  Report,  being  prepared  specifically  in  relation  to  the  museum  itself,  does 
not  address  the  issue  of  a  potentially  significant  historical  district  that  would  include  the 
museum  within  its  boundaries  as  a  contributor.  The  California  Register  defines  historical 
districts  as  "unified  geographic  entities  which  contain  a  certain  concentration  of  historic 
buildings,  structures,  objects,  or  sites  united  historically,  culturally,  or  architecturally." 
(CCR,  Title  14,  Chapter  11.5,  Section  4852(a)(5))  A  district  derives  its  importance  from  being 
a  unified  entity  and  may  still  be  considered  eligible  even  if  all  its  components  lack  individual 
distinction,  providing  the  grouping  achieves  significance  as  a  whole  within  its  historical 
context.  In  this  instance,  the  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  in  which  the  museum  is  located  serves 
to  exemplify  an  area  of  the  park  that  was  purposefully  set  aside  for  cultural  purposes.  As 
such,  the  potential  district  could  include  the  de  Young  Museum,  Academy  of  Sciences,  Music 
Concourse  and  bandshell,  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  The  issue  of  district  eligibility  is 
important  for  two  reasons.  First,  while  the  de  Young  Museum  may  not  be  individually  eligible 
for  listing  due  to  the  changes  made  over  time,  it  may  still  be  eligible  for  listing  as  a  contributor 
to  the  district,  which  does  not  require  the  same  level  of  significance  and  historical  integrity  as 
[an]  individual  property.  Second,  the  proposed  new  building  could  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  the  potential  district,  through  the  demolition  of  a  possible  contributor  and  through 
the  construction  of  a  new  building  that  is  not  compatible  with  the  historic  character  of  the  area. 

The  issue  of  potential  district  eligibility,  also  ties  into  the  larger  analysis  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
as  an  historic  landscape.  As  such,  all  proposed  demolition  and  new  construction  within  the 
park  boundaries  should  be  evaluated  with  respect  to  its  impacts  on  the  park  as  an  historical 
resource.  When  dealing  with  the  analysis  of  impacts  on  an  historical  district  or  landscape,  the 
issue  of  cumulative  impacts  gains  great  importance  and  should  be  evaluated  thoroughly. 
Nowhere  in  the  DEIR  are  these  issues  addressed.  .  . 

The  OHP  recommends  that  the  DEIR  be  supplemented  to  reflect  an  adequate  consideration  of 
the  possible  eligibility  of  the  de  Young  Museum  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  as  either 
an  individual  resource  or  as  a  contributor  to  an  historic  district.  Additionally,  the  supplement 
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should  address  the  issue  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  new  construction  on  the  currently  listed 
Japanese  Tea  Gardens  and  on  the  potential  historic  district  in  the  area  as  well  as  the  potential 
historic  landscape  of  the  park  as  a  whole.  We  respectfully  request  that  a  copy  of  this  letter  be 
given  to  each  member  of  the  Planning  Commission  prior  to  their  hearing  on  this  project. 
(Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

Response 

Golden  Gate  Park  has  not  been  formally  determined  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  either 
by  the  Keeper  of  the  Register,  or  by  the  SHPO  as  part  of  a  Federal  Agency  concurrence 
process.  While  comments  from  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  state  that  Golden  Gate 
Park  "is  eligible"  for  the  National  Register  and  Golden  Gate  Park's  potential  eligibility  for  the 
National  Register  is  acknowledged  by  the  EIR  preparers.  However,  the  New  de Young 
Museum  project  would  not  adversely  impact  Golden  Gate  Park's  potential  eligibility  for  listing 
on  the  National  Register  as  an  historic  landscape,  district,  and/or  as  a  National  Historic 
Landmark.  A  draft  National  Register  application  form  attached  to  the  comment  letter  from  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  lists  the  de  Young  in  the  "contributing"  category  but  identifies 
the  museum's  contribution  as  a  historic  "use,"  with  "structures  severely  altered."  The 
narrative  section  of  the  application  notes  the  loss  of  integrity  of  the  existing  buildings  but 
recognizes  that  the  institution  is  an  important  feature  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  A  potential  Music 
Concourse  Historic  District  including  the  de  Young  Museum,  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden,  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  and  the  Music  Concourse  has  not  been 
identified. 

As  noted  above,  the  environmental  setting  for  the  project  site  and  the  surrounding  area, 
including  the  historical  landscape  character  of  the  park  and  the  Music  Concourse,  is  described 
in  detail  in  the  Land  Use  Setting  section  on  DEIR  (pp.  18-19)  and  in  the  Visual  Quality 
Settings  section  on  DEIR  pp.  27-28. 

Because  a  Music  Concourse  Historic  District  has  not  been  formally  proposed,  in-depth 
consideration  of  the  project's  relationship  to  specific  qualities  that  would  convey  the  district's 
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significance  is  not  feasible.  However,  the  EIR  preparers  considered  the  potential  historical 
significance  of  the  de Young  Museum  buildings  as  an  individual  resource,  the  historical  use  of 
the  museum  as  a  contributing  element  to  a  potential  historic  district,  and  the  relationship  of  the 
existing  building  with  the  Music  Concourse  and  the  park  as  a  whole. 

Based  upon  information  available,  the  de  Young  Museum  buildings  lack  historical  integrity. 
The  Corbett  report,  while  not  specifically  addressing  the  eligibility  of  the  property  as  an 
historic  resource,  provided  sufficient  documentation  of  substantial  alterations  to  the  museum 
buildings  over  time.  No  evidence  has  been  submitted  to  show  that  any  buildings  on  the  project 
site  would  meet  the  definition  of  historical  resources  provided  in  CEQA.  However,  the 
historical  use  of  the  project  site  is  well  documented.  The  historical  use  of  the  site  would  not  be 
displaced  by  the  proposed  project,  which  would  retain  the  de  Young  Museum  use  as  an  element 
of  any  potential  historic  district.  (Please  also  see  the  response  to  comments  regarding 
Historical  Integrity  of  Structures  on  the  Project  Site,  pp.  C&R.73-C&R.77.) 

The  new  museum  would  not  detract  from,  or  adversely  impact,  the  overall  context  of  the 
Music  Concourse  and,  hence,  would  not  adversely  affect  the  ability  of  the  Concourse  to  qualify 
as  a  historic  district,  or  as  part  of  a  larger  Golden  Gate  Park  historic  district,  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  While  the  siting  of  the  existing  museum  building  are 
such  as  to  relate  across  from  and  adjacent  to  the  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the  Spreckels 
Temple  of  Music,  respectively,  and  in  that  way  form  an  overall  relationship  and  context  within 
the  Music  Concourse,  the  existing  buildings  do  not  provide  continuity  of  design  with  the  other 
Concourse  structures,  and  the  museum's  physical  relationship  with  the  Concourse  and  its  other 
structures  would  not  substantially  change  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  New  de  Young 
Museum  would  be  designed  to  retain  the  relationship  with  the  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  while  increasing  landscaped  areas  within  the  Concourse  area,  with 
a  buffer  to  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden. 

The  proposed  project  would  build  a  new  museum  on  the  site  of  the  existing  buildings 
maintaining  northeast-southwest  axial  orientation  to  the  Music  Concourse  plan  and  continuing 
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the  grouping  of  recreational  and  cultural  uses  in  this  area.  The  New  de Young  Museum  would 
be  constructed  on  a  smaller  building  footprint  providing  additional  garden  and  landscape  areas 
in  the  Music  Concourse  area  and  would  maintain  formal  plantings  and  landscaping  features 
such  as  fountains  and  existing  sculptures.  As  described  on  DEIR  p.  18,  the  Music  Concourse 
has  supported  museum,  educational  and  recreational  uses  since  1894,  clustered  in  a  formal 
organized  space  surrounded  by  naturalistic  landscaping.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
substantially  disrupt  or  degrade  the  regular,  axial  organization  of  the  Music  Concourse  nor 
disrupt  the  naturalistic  border,  or  transition  areas,  of  landscaping  that  connect  the  Concourse 
with  the  rest  of  the  park.  Thus,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  cultural  and  historical  resources  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  including  the  Music 
Concourse. 

The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  not  adversely  impact  Golden  Gate  Park's  potential 
eligibility  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  as  an  Historic  Landscape,  or 
as  a  National  Historic  Landmark.  The  draft  application  for  the  National  Register  attached  to 
the  comment  letter  from  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  identifies,  among  others,  the 
museum  uses  as  historical  functions  in  the  park.  This  historical  function  would  continue  with 
the  project.  The  architectural  classification,  listed  as  a  mid-late  19th  Century  picturesque 
landscape  (and  Olmsted  influenced  landscape)  would  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The 
areas  of  significance  are  identified  as  landscape  architecture  and  social  history,  with  1870  and 
1943  as  the  period  of  significance.  Specifically,  as  described  in  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department's  draft  application,  the  park  is  most  significant  in  its  association  with  the  early 
parks  movement  of  the  19th  century  and  because  it  is  an  important  example  of  19th  century 
landscape  design  that  used  ideas  from  both  the  picturesque  and  pastoral  schools. 

The  park's  naturalistic  design,  with  substantial  tree  coverage  interspersed  with  meadows  and  a 
circulation  system  of  roads  and  paths,  would  not  be  altered  with  the  project.  Replacing  the 
existing  building  on  an  existing  improved  site,  few  trees  would  even  be  impacted  by 
construction  of  the  project  (see  Visual  Quality,  Trees  on  the  Project  Site,  pp.  C&R.52- 
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C&R.53,  and  Mitigation  Measures,  Tree  Protection,  pp.  C&R.120-C&R.122).  Additional 
landscaped  areas  would  be  created  due  to  the  smaller  building  footprint  which  should  enhance 
the  historic  landscape.  The  original  museum  facility  was  demolished  many  years  ago  and  the 
existing  museum  buildings  have  been  so  altered  as  to  no  longer  retain  the  qualities  they  may 
have  had  during  the  applicable  period  of  significance.  The  significant  feature  of  the  park's 
historic  landscape  identified  in  the  Statement  of  Integrity  in  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  draft  application  is  the  spatial  relationships  between  the  evergreen  forest  and  the 
open  meadows.  Integrity  is  not  tied  to  any  individual  trees  or  even  specific  species  and  the 
changing  nature  of  the  forest  canopy  is  recognized  due  to  the  removal  of  older  trees  and  new 
plantings. 


In  order  for  the  park  to  qualify  for  the  National  Register  or  to  be  determined  to  be  an  Historic 
Landscape,  not  all  existing  features  must  be  retained.  Replacement  of  the  existing  museum 
buildings  with  the  new  museum  would  have  no  impact  on  the  overall  importance  and 
significance  of  the  park,  the  Music  Concourse,  and  its  remaining  existing  features  for 
eligibility  purposes.  The  essential  park  features  would  remain  in  place,  with  historical  features 
clearly  recognizable. 

As  noted  above  in  response  to  comments  on  the  Adequacy  of  the  Initial  Study  on  p.  C&R.72, 
the  Initial  Study  has  been  amended  to  acknowledge  potential  for  National  Register  eligibility  of 
the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  and  Golden  Gate  Park,  as  a  whole.  This  amendment  also 
acknowledges  that  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  is  listed  on  the  California  Register  and  has  been 
formally  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register. 


The  comments  and  responses  herein,  including  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office,  and  text  changes  to  reflect  the  historical  status  Golden  Gate  Park,  the 
Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  will  be  included  as  part  of  the  Final 
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Environmental  Impact  Report.  The  Final  EIR  will  be  made  available  to  all  decision  makers 
prior  to  project  approval  actions. 

Construction  Impacts  on  Historic  Resources 

Comments 

Additionally,  the  large  amounts  of  excavation  proposed  for  the  new  construction  would  cause 
significant  vibrations  that  may  destroy  or  damage  resources  within  the  garden  as  well  as 
potentially  impacting  the  bandshell  and  fountains  within  the  music  concourse.  The  issue  of  the 
affect  of  such  vibrations  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIR.  (Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation) 

Page  28  -  In  addition  to  the  historic  landscape  qualities  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  there  are 
particular  features  in  the  area  of  the  Concourse  that  should  be  noted  as  historic  buildings  and 
landscape  that  include  the  Tea  Garden,  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  and  the  landscape  of  the 
Concourse  itself.  There  are  concerns  that  these  historic  structures  might  be  impacted  during 
construction.  Mitigation  should  be  included  to  monitor  these  historic  buildings  and  landscapes 
to  preclude  any  damage  from  vibrations  from  any  kind  of  pile  driving  or  other  activities  that 
may  impact  these  fragile  structures.  .  . 

Page  37  -  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  affect  Special  Horticultural 
Areas  of  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden.  However,  the  project  does  not  provide  any 
evaluation  of  protection  of  this  area  during  the  demolition  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  grading 
and  excavation  for  the  new  de  Young.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation 
and  Park  Department) 

Response 

As  noted,  above,  in  response  to  comments  on  the  Adequacy  of  the  Initial  Study,  the  Initial 
Study  has  been  amended  to  specify  existing  mitigation  measure  outlined  in  the  Initial  Study  that 
relate  to  potential  construction-related  environmental  effects  on  historic  resources. 
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Specifically,  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  would  be  conducted  utilizing  equipment  that 
would  minimize  vibrations.  The  demolition  schedule  has  been  extended  to  allow  ample  time 
for  such  operations  and  is  estimated  to  take  between  three  and  four  months  due  to  the  careful 
deconstruction  or  demolition  of  each  of  the  structures.  Vibrations  related  to  the  demolition  of 
the  de Young  and  Asian  Art  Museum  are  not  anticipated  to  have  any  impact  on  the  Japanese 
Tea  Garden's  landscape  or  structures  or  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music. 

The  existing  de  Young  Museum  structures  are  low  one-  to  two-story  structures  with  the 
exception  of  the  tower.  Separate  processes  would  be  used  for  the  tower  to  include,  separation 
of  the  tower  from  other  structures  so  no  transference  of  vibration  through  the  structures  would 
occur.  The  tower  would  be  removed  in  stages  from  the  top  down  to  minimize  vibration.  No 
explosives  would  be  used  that  could  create  severe  vibrations.  The  construction  contract  would 
require  vibration  monitoring  during  all  demolition  and  excavation  activities. 

Demolition  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  wing  would  be  conducted  with  the  same  construction 
methods  as  the  de  Young  buildings  to  minimize  vibrations.  A  construction  barrier  would  be 
erected  between  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  to  protect  the  trees  and 
shrubs  directly  adjacent  to  the  construction  site.  The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  be 
constructed  approximately  190  feet  from  the  current  fence  of  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden. 
Excavation  for  the  new  construction  would  not  impact  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  due  to  this 
distance.  The  construction  barrier  would  remain  in  place  to  protect  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden 
from  general  construction  activities.  The  new  museum  would  be  approximately  300  feet  from 
the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music.  Excavation  for  the  new  construction  would  not  impact  the 
Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  due  to  this  distance. 

For  additional  information  regarding  potential  construction-related  impacts  to  trees  and 

landscaping  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  please  also  see  responses  to  comments  on 

pp.  C&R.52-C&R.53  of  the  Visual  Quality  section,  under  the  sub-topic  Trees  on  the  Project 
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Site,  and  the  response  to  comments  on  pp.  C&R.120-C&R.122  of  the  Mitigation  Measures 
section  discussion  of  Tree  Protection. 


NOTES  -  Cultural  Resources 

1.  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  14,  Section  4852. 

2.  Michael  R.  Corbett,  An  Architectural  History  of  the  M.H.  deYoung  Memorial  Museum,  Golden  Gate 
Park,  San  Francisco,  August  1994,  p.  26. 
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Visitorship  Projections 
Comments 


First  among  its  many  faults  is  the  fallacious  assumption  that  visitorship  to  the  museum  in  2005 
will  be  essentially  the  same  as  it  was  in  1987  and  1988:  about  600,000  per  year.  Most  of  the 
report's  mistaken  conclusions  —  generally  that  since  there  will  be  no  increase  in  visitorship,  the 
project  will  have  negligible  impact  on  traffic  congestion,  parking,  and  more,  are  drawn  from 
this  false  assumption.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Secondly,  transportation:  The  figures  used  by  my  DEIR  says  it  will  be  approximately  an 
additional  300,000  annual  visitors  to  visit  the  park  —  visit  the  museum.  With  the  observation 
deck  and  [inaudible]  popularity,  I  think  we  should  probably  add  another  100,000  visitors  will 
come  there,  and  we  should  use  Coit  Tower,  Twin  Peaks,  and  Cliff  House  as  examples,  and  re- 
analyze this  transportation  issue,  because  Tables  3  and  4  will  be  grossly  inadequate,  if  we  get 
the  numbers  of  people  coming  into  the  park,  simply  to  go  up  that  idiotic  tower,  to  go  to  that 
monstrous  observation  deck  ~  which  has  no  business  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  .  . 

When  we  add  that  observation  deck,  it  is  going  to  bring  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  into 
the  park,  and  somebody  is  going  to  get  an  injury;  somebody  is  going  to  get  hurt. 
(Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

Counting  the  present  combined  de  Young/ Asian  Art  Museum  square  footage  as  the  current 
condition  is  a  falsification  of  fact  since  the  two  institutions  have  been  entirely  distinct  for  many 
years  and  draw  their  audiences  from  different  interest  groups.  Thus  the  DEIR  should  contain 
the  exact  footages,  speak  of  the  de  Young  increasing  by  a  factor,  say  doubling,  its  square 
footage  (or  whatever  the  exact  square  footage  is)  from  its  current  footprint. 

This  revised  square  footage  (see  [paragraph]  above),  the  percentage  of  change  from  the  present 
de  Young  Museum,  the  increase  in  height  of  the  current  tower  and  the  new  proposed  height  of 
160  feet,  the  conversion  of  the  tower  from  its  current  no-public  admission  to  a  public  attraction 
with  a  public  observation  deck  ought  to  be  sufficient  reason  to  provide  a  Transportation  section 
of  the  DEIR  and  a  Transportation  Study  which  fairly  assesses  the  increase  in  patronage  and  the 
increased  level  of  traffic  and  transportation  impacts  that  will  ensue.  The  current  transportation 
impacts  are  inadequately  studied  because  the  cumulative  impacts  have  not  been  laid  out  in  a 
comprehensive  EIR  inclusive  of  all  the  changes  proposed  for  all  the  institutions  in  the  area  in 
the  near  future. 

Setting  the  attendance  for  the  doubled  de  Young  at  the  1987-88  attendance  level  of  600,000  is 
unsupportable  in  an  EIR  document  that  should  inform  the  public,  uphold  the  law  and  pass  legal 
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challenge.  The  DEIR,  especially  the  transportation  section,  must  study  a  realistic  increase  in 
the  patronage  of  the  museum,  the  vastly  increased  children's  art  education  spaces  and  program, 
and  the  creation  of  a  brand-new  use,  the  public  observation  level  atop  the  160-foot  new 
highrise  building.  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  Secretary  and  Past  President,  SPEAK) 

Second,  Transportation.  Because  this  observation  deck  will  have  free  entry  accessed  by  two 
free  elevators  and  from  the  stairs,  you  must  do  a  separate  transportation  analysis  to  determine 
the  number  of  visitors  who  will  come  expressly  to  go  to  the  observation  deck  without  paying  to 
view  the  museum  collections.  The  DEIR  statement  on  page  20  is  grossly  absurd,  "The  project 
would  increase  the  overall  floor  area  of  the  de Young  Museum;  it  is  not  anticipated  to 
substantially  intensify  current  activity  levels  on  the  site."  Your  transportation  analysis  and 
specifically  Tables  2  and  3  vastly  underestimate  the  additional  trips  that  will  come  solely  to 
access  the  observation  deck  because  you  use  the  following  statements  on  page  61  of  the  DEIR 
as  basis  for  the  increase  trips:  "The  New  de  Young  Museum  expects  to  have  about  600,000 
visitors  annually.  .  .  .  These  changes  in  visitorship  to  the  site  form  the  basis  for  the 
transportation  analysis  which  anticipates  a  net  increase  in  annual  attendance  of  300,000  visitors 
per  year  from  the  current  condition.  To  present  a  conservative  analysis,  the  DEIR  analyzes  the 
transportation  impacts  associated  with  a  projected  300,000  annual  visitorship  to  the  project  site 
over  existing,  and  not  historic,  visitorship  levels."  You  must  perform  a  separate  analysis  to 
add  at  least  100,000  visitors  a  year  (100,000  per  year  at  274  per  day  open  365  days  a  year;  319 
per  day  open  313  days  a  year;  or  383  a  day  open  261  days  a  year)  who  will  come  solely  to  gain 
free  access  to  the  observation  deck  after  the  site  gains  popularity  as  a  regional  destination  site. 
In  your  more  comprehensive  traffic  analysis,  you  must  use  the  destination  site  examples  of 
Coit  Tower,  Twin  Peaks  and  the  Cliff  House,  where  daily  hundreds  of  visitors  drive  to  access 
the  views  from  in  and  around  the  sites.  At  the  FAMSF  trustees'  meeting  on  June  11,  1999,  the 
architect  Peter  de  Meuron  compared  the  new  de  Young  tower  to  Coit  Tower. 

Mitigation  measure:  Do  not  approve  the  observation  deck.  (Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for 
Golden  Gate  Park) 

LOWBALL  VISITORSHIP  ESTIMATES 

First  among  its  many  faults  is  the  assumption  that  visitorship  to  the  museum  in  2005  will  be 
essentially  the  same  as  it  was  in  1987-1988,  about  600,000  per  year.  Most  of  the  report's 
conclusions  -  generally  that  the  project  will  have  negligible  impact  on  traffic  congestion, 
parking,  public  transportation  and  more  -  are  drawn  from  this  false  premise. 

RECOMMENDATION  jh  Rewrite  the  EIR  to  reflect  visitorship  to  the  de  Young  at  1.2 
million  2005.  .  . 

Section  2:  Challenge  to  the  EIR's  Central  Premise  of  600,000  Visitors/Year 

Page  S.4  of  the  EIR  states,  "Annual  visitorship  is  projected  to  return  to  pre-1987-1988 
levels...  The  project  sponsor  has  projected  attendance  at  a  new  museum  facility  at  600,000 
annual  visitors." 
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"The  project  sponsor  has  projected...?"  This  exemplifies  the  absence  of  objectivity  in  this 
EIR.  It  reads  as  if  FAMSF  simply  told  the  EIR's  authors  what  to  say  and  they  said  it.  A  bit  of 
critical  thinking  exposes  the  EIR's  central  premise  about  annual  visitorship  as  nonsense. 

When  the  Tate  Modern  opened  in  London,  it  drew  2  million  visitors  in  its  first  six  months  of 
operation.  The  new  art  museum  in  Bilbao,  Spain  draws  1.2  million  annually.  Closer  to  home, 
attendance  at  the  new  main  library  jumped  approximately  40%  despite  that  building's  well- 
documented  failings.  Moreover,  the  experience  of  the  new  library  teaches  us  that  visitorship 
increases  even  when  a  new  public  building's  services,  in  this  example  its  ability  to  hold  the 
library's  collection,  have  decreased. 

Unlike  the  current  de  Young,  the  proposed  de  Young  has  more  space:  300,000  sq.  ft.  as 
opposed  to  230,000  sq.  ft.  The  cafe,  viewing  platform,  gift  shop,  auditorium  and  other  areas 
are  accessible  by  people  who  do  not  need  tickets  to  enter  the  museum,  which  is  not  the  case 
with  the  current  de  Young.  Many  museum  functions,  like  administration,  curation  and  fund 
raising,  which  could  not  be  adequately  housed  in  the  existing  building,  will  be  housed  in  the 
new  structure.  The  museum  will  be  able  to  have  more  and  bigger  blockbuster  shows.  New 
museum  programs,  like  children's  art  and  other  workshops  that  were  not  offered  in  the  existing 
building  will  draw  many  new  visitors.  The  capacity  of  the  museum  as  a  place  to  hold  special 
events  will  also  be  doubled. 

When  all  of  this  is  considered,  does  the  premise  of  600,000  visitors  annually  withstand 
scrutiny?  No,  it  does  not.  Does  a  visitorship  of  1.2  million  per  year,  like  Bilbao's  museum, 
seem  realistic?  Yes,  it  does. 

But  there  is  more.  Here  we  return  to  the  loophole  that  allows  this  EIR  to  state  its  case  without 
acknowledgment  of  the  greater  reality  of  its  context.  By  2006,  the  de  Young  will  probably  be 
drawing  1.2  million  visitors,  the  more  popular  Academy  of  Sciences  should  draw  1.7  million, 
the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  can  continue  to  draw  .5  million,  and  another  1  million  should  visit 
the  Concourse  area  for  the  band  shell,  arboretum,  walking,  cycling,  skating  and  so  on.  A 
relatively  small  [number  of]  visitors  double  up  by  attending  two  Concourse  attractions  in  a 
day.  Realistically,  by  2006  annual  visitorship  to  the  Concourse  will  be  closer  to  4  million, 
give  or  take  a  few  hundred  thousand,  than  600,000.  That's  more  than  the  San  Francisco 
Giants  or  the  49ers  will  draw  at  either  of  their  stadiums  in  a  year. 

4  million  Concourse  visitors  is  far  cry  from  the  museum's  600,000  estimate  or  even  PNdeY's 
more  reasonable  1.2  million.  In  any  case  there  is  more  to  know  about  this  project's 
environmental  impacts  than  the  EIR's  lowball  visitorship  assumption  acknowledges.  .  . 

Like  other  parts  of  the  EIR,  traffic  estimates  unrealistically  downplay  transportation's 
significance.  This  is  a  direct  result  of  the  unrealistic  projection  of  600,000  visitors  to  the  de 
Young  per  year. 

Section  2  of  this  report,  Challenge  to  the  EIR's  Central  Premise  of  600,000  Visitors /Year, 
contends  that  de  Young  visitorship  of  1.2  million  per  year  is  a  more  realistic  measure  upon 
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which  to  base  transportation's  environmental  impacts,  than  the  EIR's  600,000  figure.  The 
estimate  of  4.2  million  annual  visitors  to  the  entire  Concourse  is  better  still.  Realistically  then, 
Concourse  parking  and  traffic  tie-ups  would  exceed  those  at  PacBell  Park,  which  has  far  better 
public  transportation  and  parking  services  than  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Another  issue  the  EIR  treats  unfairly  is  that  of  the  neighborhood's  present  traffic  and  parking 
problems.  The  first  false  premise  is  that  visitorship  to  the  de  Young  will  hover  at  1987-1988 
levels.  This  is  compounded  in  the  EIR  by  another  false  premise:  that  traffic  and  parking 
difficulties  in  the  neighboring  Sunset  and  Richmond  districts  have  remained  at  1987-1988 
levels.  A  third  question  that  is  ignored  to  the  detriment  of  the  EIR's  credibility  is  whether  JFK 
Drive  will  even  remain  open  on  Saturdays,  a  ballot  issue  which  won't  be  decided  until  this 
November's  election.  A  fourth  question  is  the  cumulative  impact  of  all  Concourse 
development  on  the  surrounding  area.  {Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young 
Museum) 

Response 

Section  III.D,  Transportation,  Project  Travel  Demand,  DEIR  pp.  60-62,  describes  the  New 
de  Young  Museum  visitorship  projections  used  to  analyze  future  traffic  conditions.  As 
discussed  on  DEIR  p.  61,  future  project  conditions  assumed  an  increase  of  over  300,000,  to 
600,000  visitors  annually,  about  double  current  visitorship  levels  at  the  de  Young  Museum  and 
Asian  Art  Museum  combined.  This  is  a  conservative  estimate  as  it  assumes  an  approximately 
260%  increase  in  attendance  for  the  de  Young  Museum  only  over  current  conditions,  and  an 
approximately  40%  increase  in  the  de  Young  attendance  over  pre- 1997  average  annual 
attendance.  The  600,000  estimate  is  25,000  greater  than  historic  annual  visitorship  levels  for 
both  institutions  when  both  the  de  Young  and  Asian  Art  Museums  were  hosting  major  traveling 
exhibitions  (prior  1997). 

The  estimate  assumes  the  New  de  Young  Museum  visitorship  increases  woould  replace  some 
visitors  who  now  attend  the  Asian  Art  Museum  only.  For  purpose  of  the  transportation 
analysis,  the  Asian  Art  Museum  is  estimated  to  generate  an  average  of  25%  of  the  total  site 
attendance.  In  1999,  the  Asian  Art  Museum  reported  its  attendance  at  165,000,  or 
approximately  50%  of  the  total  300,000  attendance  for  both  museums,  as  discussed  on  DEIR 
p.  61,  or  twice  the  amount  used  by  the  transportation  analysis.  The  25%  estimate  of  Asian  Art 
Museum  attendance  is  therefore  a  conservative  approach  for  future  visitroship  levels.  Also, 
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while  annual  visitorship  is  projected  to  double,  for  peak  Saturday  conditions,  the  DEIR,  on 
p.  61,  analyzes  an  increase  from  about  2,860  peak-hour  person-trips  to  8,080  person  trips,  or 
about  2.8  times  existing  trips,  because  of  mid-day  peaks.  In  turn,  Existing  Plus  Project 
Conditions,  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  63-69,  conclude  that  this  peak-hour  visitorship  increase 
would  not  create  significant  adverse  transportation  effects.  The  Cumulative  Analysis,  DEIR 
pp.  69-74,  accounts  for  other  projects  in  the  Concourse  area  (the  Music  Concourse  Garage, 
implementation  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan,  rehabilitation  of  the  California  Academy 
of  Sciences,  and  a  one  percent  per  year  increase  in  background  traffic  by  the  year  2015).  The 
cumulative  analysis  concludes  that  there  would  be  no  adverse  cumulative  traffic  effects  that 
could  not  be  mitigated. 

The  DEIR  provides  a  complete,  conservative  analysis  of  transportation  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  based  on  reasonable  projections  of  future  visitorship  and  other  cumulative  conditions 
for  the  project  and  vicinity. 

The  project  incorporates  a  number  of  visitor  amenities  that  would  be  accessible  to  museum 
visitors  without  paid  admission,  including  approximately  one-half  the  main  floor  and  all  the 
educational  activity  spaces  in  the  New  de Young  Museum  and  in  the  Educational  Tower.  The 
current  de  Young  also  provides  educational  activities  without  admission,  but  these  activities  are 
not  consolidated  in  one  area.  The  entire  museum,  including  the  Educational  Tower,  would  be 
open  concurrent  with  regular  museum  hours  and,  similar  to  the  existing  facility,  would  be  open 
additional  hours  for  special  programs  and  events. 

Currently,  the  de  Young  Museum  is  open  Tuesday  through  Sunday,  from  9:30-5:30  p.m.,  with 
regularly  scheduled  evening  hours  once  a  week.  Special  exhibitions,  programs,  events  and 
other  activities  often  occur  during  additional  evenings  or  even  on  closed  days.  Future  museum 
operating  hours  have  not  been  established  and  although  they  are  anticipated  to  be  similar  to  the 
existing  hours,  they  might  be  modified  in  the  future. 
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Visitor  activities  in  the  Concourse  area  of  Golden  Gate  Park  include  the  existing  de Young 
Museum,  Asian  Art  Museum,  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden, 
events  at  the  Bandshell,  the  Strybing  Arboretum,  Stow  Lake,  as  well  as  use  of  open  space  for 
walking  or  similar  recreation  activities.  Some  of  these  activities  require  admission  fees  (the 
museums  and  the  Tea  Garden);  others  are  free.  Many  visitors  engage  in  more  than  one  activity 
at  the  park. 

Vehicle  trips  related  to  the  observation  floor  of  the  Educational  Tower  and  other  museum 
activities  have  been  accounted  for  in  visitor  projections  for  the  New  de  Young  Museum.  Given 
the  local  and  regional  draw  of  visitors  to  Golden  Gate  Park,  it  would  not  be  expected  that  use 
of  the  Educational  Tower  in  and  of  itself  would  draw  a  substantial  number  of  new  visits  to  the 
Concourse  area.  (According  to  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  FEIR,  p.  110,  the  park  has 
annual  use  of  11  million  to  15  million  visitors;  about  half  from  San  Francisco,  and  half  from 
regional  and  out-of-Bay  Area  locations.)  Tower  visitors  would  primarily  be  museum  visitors 
and  those  who  would  be  already  visiting  the  Concourse  would  be  attracted  to  more  than  one 
activity  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

The  DEIR  transportation  analysis  accounts  for  visitor  activities  at  the  Educational  Tower,  and 
free  access  to  its  proposed  observation  floor. 

For  informational  purposes,  although  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  tower  would  attract  an 
additional  100,000  new  visitors  per  year  above  the  trips  accounted  for  the  DEIR  analysis,  if  it 
were  to  do  so,  the  effects  would  not  be  substantial.  If  the  tower  were  open  six  days  a  week, 
there  would  be  about  335  new  visitors  per  day.  Assuming,  conservatively,  that  there  would  be 
200  visitors  during  the  peak-hour,  with  the  same  mode-split  as  used  in  the  DEIR  for  museum 
trips,  about  40  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  would  be  added.  These  trips,  distributed  among  the 
intersections  evaluated  in  the  transportation  analysis,  would  not  change  traffic  conditions  or 
any  conclusions  of  the  DEIR. 
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When  the  New  de Young  Museum  opens,  overall  visitorship  levels  per  day  may  be  higher  than 
typical  conditions,  because  of  interest  in  the  new  building  and  its  exhibits.  Peak  traffic  and 
parking  conditions  could  be  more  congested  in  that  period;  however,  over  time,  visitorship 
would  be  expected  to  stabilize  at  annual  average  levels  analyzed  in  the  DEIR. 

The  comments  cite  visitor  levels  at  other  new  museums,  including  the  Getty  Center  in  Los 
Angeles  and  the  Guggenheim  Museum  in  Bilbao,  Spain.  New  museums  typically  experience 
high  levels  of  visitorship  around  the  opening  of  their  new  facilities.  These  levels  are  short 
lived  and  typically  level  out  at  lower  levels.  The  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modern  Art  had 
about  300,000  annual  visitors  in  1990  at  its  location  in  the  Civic  Center.  At  its  new  building 
on  Third  Street,  the  SFMOMA  experienced  short-term  higher  levels  of  visitorship  related  to 
the  opening  of  the  new  building  but  initial  visitorship  leveled  off  to  about  575,000  visitors  (as 
reported  in  1998),  which  is  consistent  with  the  levels  anticipated  at  the  New  de  Young 
Museum. 


Transportation  Background  Report 
Comment 


Transportation  has  been  referred  to  in  the  draft  EIR  as  a  separate  document,  yet  this  document 
was  not  presented  together  with  the  draft  EIR.  (I  have  not  seen  the  transportation  study,  but  I 
do  know  that  it  exists.)  Transportation  issues  are  significant  in  the  City  and  especially  in 
Golden  Gate  Park  and  its  surrounding  neighborhoods.  Therefore,  the  transportation  study 
needs  to  be  included  within  the  draft  EIR,  not  as  a  separate  document.  It  needs  to  be 
distributed  freely,  especially  among  the  neighbors  in  the  surrounding  area.  The  de  Young  plans 
to  expand,  they  say,  to  300,000  visitors  per  year.  A  number  of  questions  need  to  be 
addressed.  What  is  the  true  number  of  visitors  for  a  typical  blockbuster,  for  the  Impressionists 
and  the  King  Tut  shows,  etc.?  What  is  the  daily  number  for  these  blockbusters?  How  many 
more  does  the  de  Young  expect  per  show?  How  many  more  shows  will  the  de  Young  have  per 
year? 

How  many  of  these  people  will  travel  by  auto?  How  many  by  public  transportation?  Will  the 
proposed  garage  accommodate  the  number  of  visitors?  How  many  visitors  will  be  using  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  for  car  parking?  What  impact  will  any  visitor  increase  will  there 
be  on  surrounding  residents  and  businesses?  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner 
Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 
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Response 

The  comment  refers  to  New  M.H.  deYoung  Museum  Transportation  Study,  Case  No.  99.45E. 
As  referenced  in  Note  1,  DEIR  p.  74,  that  report  is  the  basis  for  Section  III.D,  Transportation. 
Background  studies  are  not  included  in  the  DEIR,  but  are  available  for  review  at  the  Planning 
Department.  Note  1  also  states  that  "this  report  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Planning  Department,  30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  fourth  floor."  The  report  includes  much  of  the 
text  found  in  the  DEIR,  and  additional  appendices  of  technical  calculations  and  other 
background  information. 

Based  on  the  Transportation  Study,  DEIR  pp.  60-65  describes  project  trip  generation,  travel 
mode  (vehicle,  transit,  walk/other)  and  project  effects  on  traffic  and  parking.  Please  see  the 
response  on  p.  C&R.89,  regarding  future  visitorship  projections  for  the  new  museum.  This 
information  includes  the  number  of  vehicle  and  transit  trips  (Table  3,  DEIR  p.  62),  and  the 
effects  on  parking  within  and  near  the  park  (DEIR  pp.  64-65). 

Parking 

General 
Comment 

The  other  thing  is,  the  parking  -  I  personally  think  that  we  need  a  garage.  Some  people 
don't  agree  with  me.  Some  people  think  we  need  nothing.  Some  people  think  we  should  have 
the  whole  thing  closed  —  and  so  forth  and  so  on.  But  I  have  been  devoted  to  the  museum  for  a 
long  time,  and  I  feel  that  it  is  extremely  valuable.  .  . 

We  have  a  lot  of  parking  problems  in  the  city,  and  one  of  them  is  caused  by  the  fact  that 
people  come  for  every  fling  they  can  think  of  on  weekends,  and  park  on  Lincoln  Way,  and 
then  some  of  them  park  in  the  park.  And  you  don't  get  a  chance  to  do  it  yourself;  somebody 
else  doesn't,  either.  (Margarite  Archer) 
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Response 

The  DEIR  discusses  project  parking  demand  and  effects,  cumulative  parking  conditions,  and 
the  potential  development  of  the  Music  Concourse  Garage  on  pp.  56-58,  64-65  and  69-72.  The 
comments  regarding  potential  parking  effects  of  the  project  are  noted. 

Employee  Parking 

Comment 

What  about  the  employees  and  volunteers  of  the  new  de Young?  Will  there  be  more  than 
previously?  How  will  these  employees  get  to  work?  If  they  drive,  where  will  they  park?  Will 
they  arrive  by  public  transportation?  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset 
Park  Neighbors) 

The  EIR  proposal  to  move  85  existing  parking  spaces  is  not  well  thought  out. 
(Roger  Brandon) 

Response 

The  existing  de  Young  Museum  has  parking  near  Kennedy  Drive  and  Tea  Garden  Drive  for 
about  85  cars.  These  are  assigned  on  a  permit  basis  for  museum  employees.  The  proposed 
project  would  remove  this  parking  area.  As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  64,  "Since  the  project  would 
not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of  museum  staff  members,  there  would  be  no 
increase  in  long-term  parking  demand."  Also,  most  museum  employee  parking  is  on 
weekdays,  rather  than  weekends,  and  the  loss  of  the  85  spaces  would  not  substantially  change 
peak  weekend  parking  conditions  analyzed  in  the  DEIR. 

Thus,  employee  parking  and  transit  conditions  with  the  project  would  remain  as  at  present. 
Most  museum  employees  have  normal  weekday  schedules,  and  would  not  be  affected  by  peak 
weekend  transportation  conditions  analyzed  for  the  project.  The  project  would  remove  the  85 
on-site  parking  spaces  used  by  employees.  During  weekdays,  unrestricted  parking  is  generally 
available  in  nearby  areas  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  See  also  the  response  on  p.  C&R.97  regarding 
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potential  parking  restrictions  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  If  the  Concourse  Garage  were  completed, 
employee  parking  would  also  be  available  in  that  facility. 

Music  Concourse  Garage 

Comments 


S.8  -  Metered  Parking:  A  map  showing  street  names  should  be  provided.  It  is  unclear  from 
the  discussion  of  the  entry  ways  which  streets  the  entries  are  to  be  on.  The  street  in  front  of 
the  Academy  is  the  Academy  Drive  while  the  street  fronting  the  museum  is  the  Hagiwara  Tea 
Garden  Drive.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

One  example  of  the  EIR's  lack  of  [transportation]  credibility  can  be  found  on  page  S.8  of  the 
EIR.  The  incorrect  assumption  here  is  that  everyone  who  comes  to  the  museum  comes  to  drive 
or  park  in  the  Concourse.  "There  would  be  approximately  220  inbound  and  160  outbound 
vehicles  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour  (p.  S.8).  This,  however,  is  only  a  "traffic  and 
parking  study "  for  the  Concourse,  and  it  makes  no  mention  of  where  the  60  extra  cars  per  peak 
hour  will  go.  Our  guess  is  that  they  will  continue  to  circulate  through  the  Park  and 
neighborhoods,  tying  up  traffic  and  looking  for  non-existent  parking,  just  as  they  do  now. 
Anyone  who  has  ever  been  to  the  Concourse  area  on  a  weekend  knows  that  parking  is  close  to 
impossible. 

This  "220  inbound  and  160  outbound  vehicles"  estimate  is  another  lowball  figure.  It  only 
represents  conditions  as  they  are  now  (when  museum  visitorship  is  artificially  low),  in  a  very 
narrow  portion  of  the  GGP  Music  Concourse.  Throw  in  a  million  or  two  more  visitors,  a 
puny  800-1000-car  garage  and  Saturday  closure,  and  the  EIR's  [transportation]  section  is 
revealed  for  the  disinformation  manifesto  that  it  is.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman,  People  for  a  New 
de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  S.8,  part  of  Chapter  I,  Summary,  discusses  cumulative  effects  with  the  planned  Music 
Concourse  Garage.  DEIR  pp.  69-71  describe  the  potential  garage  assumptions  in  more  detail, 
including  the  locations  of  access  points.  Figure  16,  DEIR,  p.  51,  Transportation  Study  Area 
and  Transit  Service,  provides  street  names  for  Tea  Garden  Drive  and  other  major  park 
roadways. 
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The  cumulative  discussion  on  DEIR  p.  70  describes  potential  garage  access,  and  peak-hour 
trips  from  the  garage: 

"To  determine  the  intersection  turning  movement  volumes  for  the  two  Garage 
Assumptions,  existing  turning  movement  volumes  were  adjusted  to  account  for  the 
changed  roadway  configuration,  the  elimination  of  the  1,000  on-street  parking  spaces, 
and  the  creation  of  the  garage  and  driveways.  Based  on  data  from  another  parking 
facility  within  San  Francisco,  plus  the  current  occupancy  of  on-street  parking  in  the 
park,  it  was  estimated  that  there  would  be  approximately  220  inbound  and  160 
outbound  vehicles  to  and  from  the  1 ,000  parking  spaces  during  the  Saturday  midday 
peak  hour.  The  project  vehicle-trips  were  assigned  to  and  from  the  parking  garage  and 
through  the  reconfigured  intersections." 

These  vehicle  trips  represent  all  peak  hour  trips  from  the  garage  (assuming  entries  of  Fulton 
Street,  and  with  Garage  Assumption  B,  also  at  Tea  Garden  Drive  East  and  Tea  Garden  Drive 
West),  not  only  project  trips.  The  cumulative  analysis  with  the  Concourse  Garage  shows  that 
there  would  be  60  more  trips,  or  220  trips  total,  entering  the  garage  then  leaving,  or  160  trips 
during  the  peak  hour.  As  described  on  DEIR  p.  70,  these  would  be  vehicles  entering  or 
leaving  the  garage  from  dedicated  access,  and  would  be  vehicles  circulating  the  neighborhood 
and  were  considered  in  the  intersection  analysis  for  cumulative  conditions. 

Please  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R.89  regarding  visitorship  projections  for  the  proposed 
project. 

Potential  Parking  Restrictions 
Comments 


S.10  -  The  Transportation,  Parking  and  Circulation  section  does  not  provide  a  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  parking  as  it  relates  to  the  overall  parking  restriction  policies  for  Golden  Gate 
Park.  The  EIR  should  take  into  consideration  the  overall  parking  impacts  to  parking  in  and 
around  the  museum  after  implementation  of  parking  regulations  are  imposed  on  surrounding 
streets  within  the  confines  of  the  museum.  The  new  de  Young  DEIR  should  look  at  the  worst 
case  scenario  when  all  of  the  parking  restriction  policies  (hour  limitations  imposed  on  street 
parking  in  and  around  the  Park),  as  described  in  the  Golden  Gate  EIR,  are  implemented.  .  . 
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Page  56  -  The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  includes  policies  related  to  parking  restrictions 
(limited  and  restricted  hours  for  parking,  both  weekday  and  weekend)  within  and  around  the 
DEIR  study  area.  The  DEIR  makes  the  assumption  that  parking  in  and  around  the  study  area 
is  static,  and  does  not  evaluate  future  parking  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of 
restrictive  parking  within  the  park.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  parking  restrictions  anticipated 
within  Golden  Gate  Park  that  may  have  an  impact  on  parking  in  and  around  the  new  de  Young 
Museum  and  its  parking  study  area.  .  . 

Page  57  -  The  Transportation  Analysis  should  mention  that  a  parking  regulation  for  3-  and  4- 
hour  parking  limits  at  the  east  end  of  the  Park  has  been  approved  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission.  That  regulation  should  be  factored  into  the  analysis.  .  . 

Page  64  -  Parking  Discussion:  The  DEIR  indicates  that  the  project  parking  demand  on 
Saturdays  (about  170  spaces)  and  Sundays  (about  150  spaces)  could  be  accommodated  within 
the  parking  study  area  in  or  near  the  park.  Does  this  assume  Saturday  and  Sunday  road 
closures?  Does  this  assume  implementation  of  other  parking  limitations  and  restrictions 
discussed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan?  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  DEIR  reviews  project  parking  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  (see  DEIR  p.  64).  On  Sunday, 
with  current  road  closures,  overall  parking  occupancy  would  be  95%;  on  Saturdays,  with  no 
road  closures  currently,  parking  occupancy  would  be  87%.  The  DEIR  analysis  does  not 
assume  proposed  commuter  parking  restrictions. 

The  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  proposes  limiting  commuter  parking  in  the  easterly  area  of 
the  park,  and  identifies  potential  four-hour  limits  on  roadways  near  the  Concourse  and  three- 
hour  limits  on  Conservatory  Drive,  Bowling  Green  Drive,  Kezar  Drive,  MLK  Drive  from 
Ninth  Avenue  to  Kezar  Drive,  and  JFK  Drive  from  Bowling  Green  Drive  to  Kezar  Drive. 

The  Master  Plan  notes  that: 

"These  restrictions  will  limit  commuter  parking  and  improve  access  and  parking 
availability  for  park  users.  In  implementing  these  regulation[s] ,  consideration  will  be 
made  for  volunteers  and  employees  of  park  institutions." 
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These  parking  changes  are  under  consideration  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  but 
have  not  yet  been  implemented.  The  Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  FEIR  analyzed  the  parking 
changes  and  found  that  about  360  commuter  vehicles  would  not  be  accommodated  within 
existing  public  on-street  parking.  That  FEIR,  p.  282,  identifies  parking  mitigation  measures  as 
follows: 

"Phase-in  the  parking  restrictions  to  ease  impact  and  gradually  encourage  parking  at 
paid  facilities,  ride-sharing,  or  use  of  transit.  Initially,  restrict  parking  along  all  of  the 
Park  roadways  except  for  Kezar  Dr.  (140  spaces),  Waller  St.  (40  spaces),  and  MLK  Jr. 
Dr.  between  Kezar  Dr.  and  Bowling  Green  Dr.  (40  spaces).  Next,  restrict  parking  on 
Waller  St.  and  the  MLK  Jr.  Dr.  segment.  Consider  installation  of  temporary  long-term 
parking  meters  (up  to  12-hour  limit)  to  accommodate  commuter  parking  along  Kezar 
Drive  to  reduce  impact.  Develop  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  with  UCSF  and 
other  nearby  employers  and  discourage  employees  from  driving  alone.  Study  extending 
residential  parking  permit  'J'  zone." 

If  the  restrictions  were  implemented,  those  effects  would  occur  regardless  of  effects  of  the 
New  de Young  Museum.  Peak  museum  traffic  and  parking  effects  would  occur  on  weekends, 
when  the  commuter  parking  controls  would  not  apply.  For  weekday  conditions,  the  commuter 
restrictions  would  make  more  parking  available  to  museum  and  other  park  visitors.  This 
could  improve  traffic  conditions  in  the  park  for  visitors;  commuter  traffic  could  disperse 
through  neighborhoods,  however  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  FEIR  notes  that: 

"During  weekends,  no  significant  parking  impacts  are  expected  as  a  result  of  the  Draft 
Master  Plan's  proposed  parking  limits  and  roadway  closures.  It  has  been  observed  that 
most  of  the  vehicles  on  the  Park's  roadways  during  weekends  are  park-related  trips 
with  visits  in  the  three  to  four-hour  range." 

See  also  the  response  on  p.  C&R.109,  regarding  construction  employee  parking  conditions. 
Comment 


Page  64  -  Parking  Variance:  The  DEER  lists  all  of  the  relevant  findings  that  will  have  to  be 
met  by  the  Planning  Department  to  approve  the  project  between  pages  23-26.  However,  the 
DEIR  does  not  reference  the  mandatory  findings  that  will  need  to  be  made  to  grant  a  parking 
variance  for  the  museum,  nor  the  required  set  of  approvals  from  the  City.  The  mandatory 
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findings  and  required  set  of  approvals  for  a  parking  variance  should  be  included  in  the  EIR. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

As  noted  on  DEIR  p.  156,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  would  require  the  project  to 
provide  156  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  project  would  not  provide  off-street  parking  and 
would  therefore  require  a  variance. 

Planning  Code  Section  305  provides  for  the  Zoning  Administrator  to  hear  and  determine 
applications  for  variances  from  "strict  application  of  quantitative  standards  in  this  code."  To 
grant  such  variances,  the  Zoning  Administrator  must  find: 

"  1 .  That  there  are  exceptional  or  extraordinary  circumstances  applying  to  the 
property  involved  or  to  the  intended  use  of  the  property  that  do  not  apply 
generally  to  other  property  or  uses  in  the  same  class  of  district; 

2.  That  owing  to  such  exceptional  or  extraordinary  circumstances  the  literal 
enforcement  of  specified  provisions  of  this  Code  would  result  in  practical 
difficulty  or  unnecessary  hardship  not  created  by  or  attributable  to  the  applicant 
or  the  owner  of  the  property; 

3 .  That  such  variance  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  and  enjoyment  of  a 
substantial  property  right  of  the  subject  property,  possessed  by  other  property  in 
the  same  class  of  district; 

4.  That  the  granting  of  such  variance  will  not  be  materially  detrimental  to  the 
public  welfare  or  materially  injurious  to  the  property  or  improvements  in  the 
vicinity;  and 

5.  That  the  granting  of  such  variance  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  general  purpose 
and  intent  of  this  Code  and  will  not  adversely  affect  the  Master  Plan." 

Comment 


The  businesses  in  the  area  do  depend  on  parking  for  delivery  of  goods  as  well  as  short  term 
parking  for  shopping  within  the  area.  Will  those  needs  be  infringed  on  by  the  increase  in 
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traffic  to  the  new  de Young?  {Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park 
Neighbors) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  64  describes  project  parking  effects,  noting  that  additional  demand  would  increase 
parking  occupancy  in  the  vicinity  to  about  87%  on  Saturday  and  95%  on  Sunday.  This  would 
reduce  space  available  for  other  visitors  in  the  Inner  Sunset  on  weekends  but  would  not  affect 
delivery  to  businesses  in  this  area  because  of  availability  of  yellow  zones.  During  weekdays, 
museum-related  parking  demand  would  be  lower,  and  existing  yellow  zones  and  other  loading 
spaces  would  be  available  for  deliveries. 

Bus  Loading 

Comments 


[What]  happens  is  children  come  in  from  the  side  in  this  particular  plan,  and  this  is  very  much 
safer  for  the  children,  because  they  are  not  being  interfered  with  by  buses  and  so  forth,  and  the 
general  traffic.  So  this  is  one  reason  for  the  location  that  is  very  helpful.  (Margarite  Archer) 

The  next  comment  concerns  transportation.  The  transportation  does  not  address  where  tour 
buses  and  school  buses  will  be  parked.  I  want  that  included  in  the  EIR;  tell  us  where  these 
buses  are  going  to  be  parked  for  the  museum,  and  how  that's  going  to  be  accommodated  within 
the  museum  concourse.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park 
Neighbors) 

Two  additional  concerns  are:  (1)  There  is  a  likelihood  the  loading  dock,  its  service  drive  and 
the  building  mass  will  have  a  significant  adverse  visual  effect  from  Kennedy  Drive.  (2)  The 
proposed  600  foot  drop  off  zone  on  Tea  Garden  Drive,  for  cars,  taxis,  school  and  tour  buses, 
etc.,  merits  special  attention  or  it  may,  at  times,  become  a  chaotic  vehicular  wall.  Hardly  an 
environmental  plus.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

Where  will  the  parking  be  for  the  tour  and  school  buses  be  in  the  new  de  Young?  We  presume 
they  will  continue  to  be  unobtrusive  and  still  conveniently  located  behind  the  Band  Shell.  Is 
this  true?  If  not,  what  are  the  mitigation's  the  museum  proposes  for  any  changes? 
(Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 
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Response 

DEIR  pp.  66-67  describes  school  bus  and  tour  bus  loading  with  the  proposed  project.  As  noted 
on  p.  67,  the  four  bus  loading  spaces  expected  to  be  available  on  Tea  Garden  Drive  would 
accommodate  bus-loading  activity  without  conflicts  with  other  traffic.  As  noted  on  p.  66, 
these  bus  spaces  could  be  in  a  new  loading  bay  along  Tea  Garden  Drive,  proposed  to  be  600 
feet  long  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  Several  buses  or  other  vehicles  could  use  this 
area  simultaneously  for  loading  or  unloading.  Tour  buses  or  school  buses  would  park  behind 
the  bandshell  while  groups  visited  the  museum.  As  noted  on  p.  67,  the  project  would  generate 
one  to  three  additional  tour/school  buses  per  day . 

Truck  Loading 

Comments 


Figure  3:  This  is  the  basement  of  the  building?  And  there  is  no  garage  area  for  trucks,  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  in  earlier  plans  for  the  De  Young,  we  did  understand  that  there  would  be  a 
dropoff  point  within  the  building  for  trucks;  that  the  trucks  bring  in  this  very  valuable  art;  for 
instance,  impressionist  art  -  needed  to  be  contained  within  the  building.  I  want  to  know  what 
is  the  environmental  impact  report;  what  is  the  environmental  effect  of  having  those  trucks 
only  on  the  outside  of  the  building,  and  not  on  the  inside  of  the  building?  (Pinky  Drosten 
Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

The  loading  dock  (Figure  3) 

Traveling  art  shows  need  to  arrive  at  the  museum  safely  and  securely.  Yet,  in  the  design 
presented  in  the  draft  EIR,  there  is  NO  place  within  the  building  for  the  discharge  of  cargo. 
There  is  only  a  loading  dock.  This  design  is  in  direct  conflict  with  previous  designs  and  is 
counter  to  the  stated  goal  of  the  museum  to  have  a  safe  loading  site  in  the  new  de  Young.  The 
Fine  Arts  Museums  is  a  City  agency.  The  City  is  ultimately  responsible  for  the  items  stored  in 
or  received  by  the  museum?  How  are  these  items  going  in  and  out  of  the  museum  safe?  This 
may  not  seem  like  an  EIR  item,  except  that,  with  no  provision  in  place  in  the  current  design 
for  safe  movement  of  goods,  there  is  the  high  likelihood  of  creating  yet  other  space  not 
specified  in  the  presented  plans  that  would  have  a  significant  environmental  impact.  This 
omission  if  real  is  deceitful  at  best. 

Mitigation:  Describe  fully  how  items  to  be  moved  into  and  out  of  the  museum  are  to  be 
secured  in  ways  that  are  environmentally  friendly  and  not  involving  large  trucks  discharging 
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volumes  of  particle-containing  exhaust  within  an  area  of  high  metal  fencing,  possibly 
electrified.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

Response 

Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  DEIR  p.  12  notes  that  the  New  de Young  Museum  basement 
level  would  have  three  loading  docks  accessible  from  John  F.  Kennedy  Drive.  These  docks 
would  be  within  the  building  and  gated  for  security.  Figure  3,  Basement  Level  Conceptual 
Plan,  DEIR  p.  8,  shows  the  loading  bays  at  the  northwesterly  corner  of  the  new  building. 

Section  III.D,  Transportation,  DEIR  p.  66  describes  potential  loading  operations.  The  three 
off-street  loading  bays  would  accommodate  peak  loading  demand  with  the  proposed  project, 
and  the  "museum  would  schedule  truck  loading  or  unloading  to  use  the  three  spaces 
efficiently."  Truck  activities  would  be  scheduled  such  that  trucks  could  be  secured  within  the 
dock  area  during  loading  or  unloading  of  art. 

Transit  Effects 

Comment 

In  terms  of  transportation,  the  EIR  is  properly  conservative  in  its  analysis,  that  is,  it  does  not 
assume  many  new  transit  improvements  that  are  currently  being  studied  in  and  around  the 
park.  And  even  without  them,  it  concludes  that  the  transit  impacts  are  not  significant. 
(Jim  Chappell,  President,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  comment  does  not  address  specific  questions  regarding  the  content 
or  adequacy  of  the  EIR. 
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Comments 


We  are  specifically  concerned  about  congestion,  particularly  on  weekends,  which  MUNI  buses 
will  encounter  on  Martin  Luther  King  Drive  immediately  south  of  the  Concourse,  and  possibly 
elsewhere  in  the  area.  The  Final  EIR  should  provide  more  information  about  current  weekend 
operations,  and  any  changes  possible  as  a  result  of  the  De  Young  project. 

Our  current  experience  is  that  access  to  the  Park,  particularly  near  Tea  Garden  and  Martin 
Luther  King  drives,  is  even  now  frequently  severely  congested  on  weekends.  We  believe 
increased  traffic  (associated  with  use  of  the  new  facilities)  will  worsen  this  situation,  and 
mitigation  strategies  may  be  necessary  and  appropriate,  given  the  desirability  of  high  transit 
usage  to  and  from  the  concourse  museums.  We  note  that  experience  with  new  museum 
facilities  elsewhere  has  been  that  they  attract  considerably  increased  visitation  (SF  MOMA, 
New  York's  Rose  Center,  etc.),  and  we  hope  and  expect  this  will  also  prove  true  for  the  De 
Young. 

Muni  has  also  frequently  received  complaints  about  crowding  on  Line  44-O'Shaughnessy 
between  Glen  Park  and  the  museum  area.  The  Final  EIR  should  indicate  whether  additional 
ridership,  which  is  desirable  but  could  impact  our  service  requirements,  can  be  expected  on 
this  line,  as  well  as  whether  additional  delays,  as  discussed  above,  will  be  incurred  or  can  be 
mitigated.  (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  MUNI) 

The  issues  of  public  transportation  are  very  complicated.  The  N-Judah  is  the  most  heavily 
used  line  in  the  City;  it  is  a  vital  link  for  residents  of  the  Sunset  to  downtown.  Any  increases 
in  traffic  along  its  line  may  slow  and  impair  its  movement.  Also,  increases  to  its  use  could  be 
detrimental,  because,  unfortunately,  it  is  very  full  and  runs  at  well  over  capacity  for  peak  use 
hours.  The  44  bus  line  travels  through  the  Park.  It  is  a  vital  north-south  connector  for  many 
in  the  City.  What  effects  will  the  construction  and  the  new,  operating  de  Young  have  on  the 
44?  Will  it  be  full  of  new  patrons  because  of  increased  use?  Will  its  passage  be  restricted 
through  the  Park  during  construction?.  .  . 

Mitigation:  At  a  minimum,  the  design  should  commit  to  working  with  Muni  to  facilitate 
smooth  public  access  to  the  Park  during  construction  and  to  the  new  de  Young  after 
construction.  At  a  minimum,  also,  the  de  Young  should  provide  its  employees  and  volunteers 
subsidized  Muni  passes.  The  de  Young  should  commit  to  encouraging  all  visitors  to  use  public 
transportation  with  plans  similar  to  the  Ballpark's  plans.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board 
Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 


Response 


The  DEIR  discusses  project  effects  on  transit  conditions  on  pp.  63-64  and  concludes  that 
transit  lines  would  have  capacity  to  serve  project  demand  during  the  Saturday  midday  period, 
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the  peak  condition  for  museum-related  trips.  Transit  lines  serving  the  vicinity,  such  as  the 
N-Judah  or  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  bus  lines,  experience  peak  capacity  conditions  during  the 
weekday  commute  periods,  which  would  not  coincide  with  peak  project  conditions  on 
weekends  or  mid-day  periods.  In  addition,  traffic  circulation  and  parking  effects  would  not 
adversely  affect  bus  operations;  the  majority  of  project  parking  demand  would  be 
accommodated  at  other  locations,  and  would  not  substantially  affect  volumes  on  the  Tea 
Garden  Drive  portion  of  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  line.  Therefore,  traffic  associated  with  the 
project  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  additional  delays  or  substantial  overcrowding  on  bus 
lines. 

During  the  initial  period  after  the  New  de Young  Museum  opens,  visitorship  might  be  higher 
than  typical  annual  conditions  analyzed,  and  there  might  be  additional  demands  on  transit 
services.  The  museum  staff  would  work  with  MUNI  or  other  transit  providers  to 
accommodate  these  temporary  conditions. 

The  comment  that  MUNI  receives  complaints  about  44-line  service  is  noted.  Such  delays 
could  occur  from  conditions  unrelated  to  existing  and  future  museum  operations,  such  as 
missed  runs,  or  congestion  elsewhere  on  the  route. 

Comment 

We  further  believe  the  proposed  "G"  line  historic  streetcar  service  should  be  discussed  in  this 
report,  and  that  a  contribution  of  funds  could  be  an  appropriate  mitigation  strategy  to  increase 
transit  usage  to  the  museum  and  park.  (If  this  project  is  implemented  it  should  not  use 
conventional  transit  funding.)  (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  MUNI) 

Response 

The  "G"  line  streetcar  service  is  a  proposal  to  extend  historic  streetcar  service  from  the  F-line 
on  Market  Street,  via  the  N-Judah  route  through  the  Sunset  Tunnel  and  Irving  Street  to  Ninth 
Avenue,  to  new  track  north  on  Ninth  Avenue  into  Golden  Gate  Park,  with  service  to  a  loop  in 
the  Music  Concourse  area.  The  MUNI  G  Line  Feasibility  Study,  July  2000,  prepared  for  the 
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San  Francisco  Transportation  Authority  by  Nelson-Nygaard  Consulting  Associates,  briefly 
discusses  preliminary  findings  as  to  G-line  routing,  potential  patronage,  development  and 
operational  costs,  concerns  regarding  traffic  and  parking  conflicts  on  Ninth  Avenue,  and 
alternative  transit  improvements  to  serve  this  area  of  the  park.  Neither  MUNI  nor  the 
Transportation  Authority  have  taken  formal  steps  to  implement  the  G-line.  Therefore,  the 
New  de Young  Museum  project  would  not  propose  to  provide  funding  for  the  G-line. 

As  noted  in  the  comment,  the  G-line  could  improve  transit  access  to  the  Music  Concourse  area; 
however,  the  proposed  project  has  not  been  found  to  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  transit 
service  and,  therefore,  no  mitigation  of  project  transit  effects  is  required. 

Comment 

Finally,  we  requested  in  an  earlier  memo  that  the  project  sponsor  contact  our  Street  Operations 
Division  once  construction  is  started  so  that  Muni  is  able  to  accommodate  on-going 
construction  activities.  .  .  This  is  especially  important  during  the  reconfiguration  of  the 
roadway  and  its  impact  on  Line  44.  (Peter  Straus,  Manager  of  Service  Planning,  MUNI) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  DEIR  p.  69  states  that  congestion  from  construction  activities  for  the 
New  de  Young  Museum  and  other  projects  in  the  Music  Concourse  area  would  be  temporary, 
and  "to  reduce  the  combined  effect  of  these  construction  impacts,  each  project  would  work 
with  various  departments  of  the  City  (Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  MUNI,  the  Fire 
Department,  etc.)  to  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that  would  address  construction 
vehicle  routing,  traffic  control  and  pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the  construction  areas." 

Comments 

Page  55  -  The  frequency  of  the  MUNI  lines  during  the  weekend  to  the  park  is  not  discussed. 
Without  understanding  the  frequency,  it  is  difficult  to  know  whether  using  MUNI  as  a 
transportation  option  to  museum  events  and  functions  is  viable.  .  . 
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Page  63  -  Please  clarify  frequency  (number  and  duration)  of  bus  trips  from  MUNI  lines  during 
the  weekend.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

As  cited  in  the  New  M.H.  de  Young  Memorial  Museum  Transportation  Study,  pp.  4-3  to  4-4, 
the  six  bus  lines  and  the  N-Judah  streetcar  providing  access  to  various  parts  of  the  city  have 
mid-day  (generally,  9:00  a.m.  to  4:00  p.m.,  the  period  of  peak  usage  of  the  park)  service 
frequency  of  8  to  15  minutes  on  weekdays  and  weekends,  depending  on  the  line.  DEIR  p.  55 
notes  "based  on  field  observations  late  in  1999,  all  MUNI  lines  currently  have  available 
capacity  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  during  weekdays  and  weekends." 

To  correct  a  typographical  error,  the  first  full  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  64  is  revised  as  follows: 

"However,  due  to  the  relatively  low  traffic  volumes  on  Tea  Garden  Drive,  substantial 
curb  frontage,  and  15-20  minutes  headways  for  the  44-O'Shaughnessy  line,  the  addition 
of  vehicles  generated  by  the  project  would  not  substantially  impact  the  adjacent  MUNI 
bus  stop  or  bus  line  operations." 

Bicycle  Use 
Comments 


Page  65  -  Pedestrian/Bicycle  Parking:  The  DEIR  indicates  that  a  portion  or  percentage  of 
visitors  will  arrive  at  the  museum  by  bicycle.  The  DEIR  does  address  the  need  for  bicycle 
parking  for  employees.  The  DEIR  should  address  the  need  for  bicycle  parking  for  visitors, 
and  code  requirements  to  provide  bicycle  parking  at  the  museum  for  visitors. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Primarily,  we  are  requesting,  again,  that  the  Planning  Department  develop  guidelines  for 
analyzing  bicycle  safety.  On  page  59,  the  draft  EIR  states  that  "in  general,  bicycle  conditions 
are  acceptable  throughout  the  park  and  on  the  nearby  streets."  This  statement  should  be 
changed  to  read:  "Because  the  city  has  not  adopted  guidelines  for  the  analysis  of  bicycle  safety 
on  streets  shared  with  motor  vehicles,  it  is  impossible  to  analyze  existing  conditions  at  this 
time." 
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Specifically,  Arguello  Blvd.  should  be  classified  as  "acceptable"  only  if  the  temporary  bike 
lanes  are  made  permanent  after  the  six  month  trial  period.  Otherwise,  there  is  not  sufficient 
right  of  way  on  that  street  for  bicycle  and  cars  to  share  a  single  lane.  Also,  the  speeds  on 
many  of  the  park  roads,  notably  JFK  Drive,  are  unacceptable.  Except  on  Sundays  and  holidays 
when  cars  are  banned,  many  bicyclists  choose  the  paths  because  the  high  speeds  on  JFK  are 
too  dangerous.  .  . 

We  prefer  not  to  have  to  ask  that  our  subjective  judgements  replace  the  EIR  author's  subjective 
judgements.  Instead,  there  should  be  objective  standards  in  place. 

As  you  know,  the  need  to  develop  these  guidelines  is  an  old  topic.  The  Transportation 
Authority  was  going  to  do  it,  but  they've  canceled  that  project.  The  DPT  has  no  plans  to  do  it. 
As  far  as  I  know,  the  Planning  Department  also  has  no  plans  to  develop  objective  bicycle 
safety  measures. 

Can  you  suggest  a  realistic  strategy  to  get  these  guidelines  developed?  I  suggest  you  contact 
Andy  Nash  at  the  Transportation  Authority  or  Peter  Tannen  at  Parking  &  Traffic. 
(David  Snyder,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  65  discusses  bicycle  activity  related  to  the  proposed  project,  and  states  that  the  project 
would  provide  bicycle  parking  and  shower  facilities  for  employees.  Currently,  there  are 
bicycle  racks  near  the  de Young  Museum.  While  final  plans  are  not  complete,  the  New 
de Young  Museum  would  provide  bicycle  racks  for  visitors,  pursuant  to  Planning  Code 
requirements. 

The  comments  note  the  potential  for  bicycle  safety  problems  on  roads  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
streets  in  the  vicinity.  While  not  part  of  the  proposed  museum  project,  the  Golden  Gate  Park 
Master  Plan  identifies  traffic-calming  measures  and  roadway  closures  that  would  improve 
access  and  circulation  by  pedestrians  or  bicyclists.  These  measures  would  be  independent  of 
the  museum  project.  The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  (adopted  1995)  developed  both  commute 
and  recreational  routes  within  the  City.  Due  to  the  built-up  nature  of  the  City,  combining 
bicycle  routes  with  traffic  calming  measures  was  recommended  as  a  way  to  accommodate 
bicyclists  within  the  narrow  street  cross-sections.  The  plan  considered  access  to  transit 
vehicles  as  well  as  parking  at  transit  stations  and  other  major  destinations  within  the  City.  The 
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Plan  also  addressed  city  planning  and  maintenance  policies  as  they  affect  bicycling  and 
presented  strategic  plans  for  the  successful  implementation  of  the  recommended  policies  and 
procedures.  Safety  and  education  plans  were  prepared  focusing  on  children,  and  on  both 
bicyclist  and  motorist  behavior.  A  public  outreach  and  promotion  plan  was  prepared, 
including  a  focus  on  major  employers  in  the  City.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  has 
bicycle  routes  throughout  the  City. 

Construction  Effects 


Comment 


Page  67  -  Construction  Period  Effects:  The  DEIR  indicates  the  general  location  of  staging 
(most  of  this  area  will  be  excavated),  but  does  not  factor  in  protection  zones  for  trees  and 
vegetation,  and  areas  limited  because  of  grading  and  excavation.  The  DEIR  should  indicate 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  adequate  staging  area,  after  assumptions  are  made  regarding  room 
for  excavation,  protection  of  tree  root  systems  and  protection  of  adjoining  park  landscapes. 
Not  having  adequate  staging  area  could  have  a  significant  impact  to  the  park  landscape  and 
function  of  adjoining  park  uses.  .  . 

Page  69  -  The  DEIR  should  indicate  that  it  will  develop  a  detailed  and  coordinated  plan  that 
would  address  construction  vehicle  routing,  including  off-hauling  of  soils. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

Please  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R.53  regarding  tree  protection  during  project  construction. 
Construction  staging  areas  have  not  been  identified  in  detail;  such  staging  areas  would  be 
managed  to  avoid  damage  to  existing  park  landscaping. 

DEIR  p.  69  addresses  planning  for  appropriate  construction  vehicle  routing.  This  would 
include  routing  of  trucks  hauling  excavation  material.  For  clarity,  the  last  sentence  in  the  first 
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partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  69  is  revised  as  follows: 

To  reduce  the  combined  effect  of  these  construction  impacts,  each  project  would  work 
with  various  departments  of  the  City  (Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  Recreation 
and  Park  Department.  MUNI,  the  Fire  Department,  etc.)  to  develop  a  detailed  and 
coordinated  plan  that  would  address  construction  vehicle  routing,  traffic  control  and 
pedestrian  movement  adjacent  to  the  construction  areas. 

Comment 


Page  68  -  Construction  Parking.  The  DEIR  indicates  that  up  to  270  parking  spaces  will  be 
required  for  construction  worker  parking  and  that  there  is  adequate  on-street  parking  to 
accommodate  this  demand.  The  DEIR  does  not,  however,  take  into  consideration 
implementation  of  weekday  parking  limitations  that  will  be  implemented  in  the  study  area  as 
part  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  DEIR  should  consider  the  cumulative 
construction  worker  parking  impacts  anticipated  if  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  and  the 
Concourse  Garage  initiate  their  construction  during  the  same  time  period. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  project  has  not  yet  identified  the  location  of  construction  worker  parking.  Such  parking  is 
anticipated  to  be  provided  in  the  following  ways: 

•  Workers  could  park  in  areas  of  Golden  Gate  Park  not  subject  to  short-term  parking 
limits,  such  as  areas  west  of  the  Music  Concourse  area.  Parking  would  be  expected  to 
be  available  during  weekday  periods. 

•  The  construction  contractor  could  arrange  off-site  parking  with  a  shuttle  to  the  project 
site. 

•  Workers  could  park  in  available  on-street  parking  in  neighborhoods  near  Golden  Gate 
Park. 

The  de Young  Museum  and  the  project  contractor  would  work  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  to  provide  construction  worker  parking  in  a  manner  that  would  not  adversely 
affect  other  areas  or  uses  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  Construction  worker  parking  demand  would  be 
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a  short-term  effect  during  project  development  and  would  not  affect  the  DEIR  conclusions 
regarding  overall  parking  effects  of  the  project. 

During  museum  construction,  and  construction  of  other  projects,  such  as  the  California 
Academy  of  Sciences  renovation,  these  institutions  would  be  closed,  and  there  would  be  some 
reduction  in  visits  to  the  park,  particularly  to  the  Music  Concourse  area,  and  commensurate 
reduction  in  visitor  parking  demand.  This  parking  would  thus  be  available  for  construction 
employees. 

General 

Comment 

I  have  some  problems,  as  I  have  with  most  EIRs,  on  the  general  transportation  and  traffic 
elements  of  it.  I  have  a  great  hope  that  when  the  EIR  for  the  concourse  authorities  final 
process  comes  before  all  of  us,  that  it  will  solve  some  of  the  situations,  as  neighborhoods  are 
effective  —  other  than  the  fact  that  I  believe  the  figures  and  the  conclusions  as  to  traffic  and 
transportation  effects  on  the  neighborhoods  —  I  speak  particularly  for  the  Richmond,  but 
certainly  it  goes  for  the  Sunset  as  well  —  are  not  well-handled  in  the  EIR. 

That  is  the  only  area  of  dispute  that  I  have  whatsoever.  (Ron  Miguel,  President,  Planning 
Association  for  the  Richmond) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  comment  does  not  address  specific  questions  regarding  the  content 
or  adequacy  of  the  EIR. 

Cumulative  Effects 


Comments 


A  key  omission  is  considering  the  new  museum  independently,  which  violates  basic  planning 
principles.  Not  only  is  it  judged  out  of  context  it  is  also  judged  on  assumed  undeveloped  plans 
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of  major  future  changes— the  garage,  road  changes  and  the  Academy  of  Sciences  renovation. 
An  inclusive  Concourse  area  plan  is  needed  for  a  proper  evaluation.  Strybing  Arboretum 
changes  should  be  included.  I  fail  to  see  how  300,000  new  de  Young  visitors  and  500,000 
new  Academy  of  Science  visitors  will  not  be  a  major  impact.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

S.9  -  It  should  be  noted  that  improvements  along  the  Tea  Garden  Drive  were  deferred  pending 
further  study  by  the  Concourse  Authority  in  the  approved  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

DEIR  p.  S.9  is  part  of  Chapter  I,  Summary,  discussion  of  future  transportation  conditions  in 
Golden  Gate  Park,  noting  changes  proposed  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  DEIR 
p.  21,  Section  III.  A,  Land  Use,  Plans  and  Zoning,  states  that  improvements  identified  for  the 
Music  Concourse  in  the  Master  Plan  have  "been  deferred  pending  actions  by  the  Concourse 
Authority  established  pursuant  to  Proposition  J,"  as  noted  in  the  comment.  DEIR  pp.  69-74 
discuss  cumulative  transportation  conditions,  with  the  proposed  project,  the  Academy  of 
Science  renovation,  the  proposed  Concourse  Garage  conditions,  and  other  changes  in  Golden 
Gate  Park.  Please  see  also  the  response  on  p.  C&R.89,  regarding  the  adequacy  and 
completeness  of  the  DEIR  cumulative  transportation  analysis. 
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TOPICS  COVERED  IN  INITIAL  STUDY 


Utilities 


Comments 


The  existing  utilities  that  serve  the  site  should  be  described  and  determined  if  they  are  adequate 
for  existing  or  future  needs.  If  additional  utilities  are  required,  the  DEIR  should  determine 
what  impacts  they  may  have  on  the  Park  relative  to  construction  impacts  (traffic,  protection  of 
mature  vegetation  and  scenic  resources),  and  from  where  these  utilities  will  be  brought.  .  . 

Page  80  -  Utilities:  The  discussion  of  utilities  is  vague  and  needs  clarification,  particularly  the 
phrase  "no  expansion  of  municipal  infrastructure  not  already  under  consideration  would  be 
required  to  serve  the  project. "  The  DEIR  should  address  all  utilities  that  need  to  be  expanded 
as  part  of  this  project,  and  indicate  whether  or  not  these  expansions  were  already 
contemplated.  These  utility  expansions  should  also  be  considered  and  discussed  in  the 
construction  impact  section  of  the  DEIR.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation 
and  Park  Department) 

Response 

Utilities  and  public  services  for  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  A.  17,  in 
Appendix  A,  Initial  Study.  A  civil  engineer  has  reviewed  the  site  conditions  and  services  and, 
based  upon  the  current  available  information,  it  is  anticipated  that  no  utility  upgrades  will  be 
required  for  this  project  outside  of  the  project  site. 

Noise 


Comment 


The  document  does  not  discuss  noise  at  all.  Yet  noise  is  a  serious  impact  on  the  environment, 
particularly  for  the  stringent  demands  of  a  museum  to  exchange  and  control  its  climate  within  a 
very  delicate  park  setting  designed  for  peace  and  tranquillity.  Noise  from  the  new  facility 
needs  to  be  discussed  in  terms  of  the  various  surrounding  areas:  1)  to  the  northwest,  the  grassy 
area  where  theatrical  performances  are  held  in  the  summer  months,  2)  to  the  southwest,  the 


1999.455E 

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT 


C&R.112 


EIP  10296-00 
NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Topics  Covered  in  Initial  Study 


beautifully  quiet  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  and  3)  to  the  east,  the  Music  Concourse  with  its 
activities,  including  musical  functions  and  quiet  exercise-meditation  uses. 

Mitigation:  Ambient  noise  levels  need  to  be  taken  by  a  qualified  sound  engineer,  presently  in 
all  areas  surrounding  the  current  setting  of  the  de Young  (and  Asian).  Goals  should  be  set  to 
lessen  those  levels,  certainly  not  increase  any  noise  at  all.  After  all,  the  new  de  Young  should 
be  better  than  the  old.  Special  consideration  should  be  made  for  noise  bounce,  including 
effects  of  wind,  existing  buildings,  and  proposed  new  buildings.  Noise  levels  should  be 
monitored,  by  the  engineer,  for  a  period  of  time  after  construction  in  the  first  years  of 
operation  to  ensure  that  noise  reduction  has  occurred. 

The  true  mitigation  for  the  problem  of  noise  in  the  Tea  Garden  created  by  the  new  design  is  to 
eliminate  the  very  long  overhang  from  the  design  (see  Figure  6)  or  to  build  a  wall  of  adequate 
height  separating  the  museum  from  the  Tea  Garden.  (Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member, 
Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

Response 

The  Initial  Study,  pp.  A.14-A.15,  discusses  noise  and  concludes  that  project  construction 
effects  would  not  be  significant,  and  would  be  limited  by  regulations  set  forth  in  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  (As  discussed  in  Section  III.D,  Transportation,  pp.  68-69,  the 
development  schedules  for  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences  or  the  Concourse  Garage  are 
not  known  at  this  time,  including  types  of  construction  activities,  duration,  or  specific  location. 
Construction  noise  for  these  future  activities  would  also  be  limited  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance.)  As  noted  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  EIR,  p.  227: 

"Doubling  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  would  be  necessary  to  produce  an  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people  (3dBA).  An  increase  of  lOdBA  in 
ambient  noise  levels  is  perceived  as  a  two-fold  increase  in  loudness.  None  of  the 
proposed  Park  Master  Plan  actions  would  result  in  a  doubling  of  traffic  on  local  streets. 
No  significant  noise  impacts  from  traffic  would  result  from  the  proposed  Park  Master 
Plan." 

The  project  would  not  double  traffic  volumes  in  the  Concourse  area,  and  would  not  create  a 
perceptible  noise  increase.  (Most  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project  would  be  dispersed 
among  roadways  and  intersections  near  the  site.)  As  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  Project 
Description,  DEIR,  p.  6,  and  Table  1,  p.  12,  the  New  de  Young  Museum  would  have  a  smaller 
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footprint  than  the  existing  museum.  Overall,  the  New  de Young  Museum  would  be  further 
from  the  Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  from  Kennedy  Drive  than  the  existing  museum 
buildings.  The  new  site  plan  would  increase  the  distance  between  the  museum  and  the 
Hagiwara  Japanese  Tea  Garden. 

The  New  de  Young  Museum  Sculpture  Garden  would  be  adjacent  to  the  Tea  Garden;  the 
museum's  west  wall  would  be  about  190  feet  farther  from  the  Tea  Garden  than  the  west  wall  of 
the  existing  Asian  Art  Museum  wing.  Visitors  in  the  new  Sculpture  Garden  would  not  be 
expected  to  generate  adverse  noise  conditions  in  the  Tea  Garden.  As  shown  in  Figure  2 
(Revised),  Conceptual  Site  Plan,  the  overhanging  roof  element  of  the  new  museum  would  be 
about  120  feet  from  the  Tea  Garden.  The  element  is  prepared  to  have  an  open  screen 
character,  rather  than  a  solid  material,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  create  adverse  sound 
reflection  conditions. 

The  new  museum  would  be  set  back  from  Kennedy  Drive  by  about  87  to  160  feet;  parts  of  the 
existing  museum  are  about  43  feet  or  less  from  Kennedy  Drive.  The  new  museum  would  not 
encroach  upon  the  open  area  south  of  Kennedy  Drive  adjacent  to  the  Tea  Garden.  This  area 
has  been  used  for  outdoor  theater  performances.  This  open  area  would  also  be  adjacent  to  the 
new  Sculpture  Garden.  The  new  museum  would  not  be  expected  to  generate  adverse  noise 
effects  in  this  open  area. 

Museum  activities,  such  as  visitors  arriving  from  the  Music  Concourse  by  car,  bus  or  walking, 
would  not  be  substantially  different  from  current  conditions,  and  would  not  generate  new  noise 
that  would  affect  other  activities  in  the  Music  Concourse.  The  center  of  the  Concourse  and  the 
seating  area  for  the  bandshell  are  about  200  to  300  feet  from  the  museum  site. 

No  further  analysis  of  noise  conditions  is  necessary  for  the  EIR. 


1999.455E  EtP  10296-00 

  C&R.114   

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT  NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Topics  Covered  in  Initial  Study 


Wind 


Comment 


Wind  is  declared  not  to  be  significant  in  the  draft  EIR.  This  is  hard  to  believe.  Golden  Gate 
Park  had  a  wind  storm  about  5  years  ago  with  winds  up  to  100  mph  (and  lost  500  trees  in  one 
night).  As  a  resident  of  the  neighborhood,  I  can  assure  you  that  the  wind  here  in  this  portion 
of  the  City  can  be  breath-taking,  as  anyone  knows  who  has  visited  the  top  of  Strawberry  Hill, 
the  Parnassus  campus  of  UCSF,  or  any  of  the  other  high  points  close  by. 

Mitigation:  Wind  needs  to  be  discussed  1)  from  the  height  at  the  top  of  the  tower  and  2)  at  the 
level  of  the  ground  in  the  surrounding  area.  The  height  of  the  tower  needs  to  be  compared  to 
the  height  of  the  other  significant  tall  points  within  a  mile  of  the  site.  Wind  levels  need  to  be 
estimated  for  the  top  of  the  tower,  based  on  wind  estimates  at  comparable  heights.  Extremes 
in  wind  variation  during  the  day  and  during  different  seasons  need  to  be  discussed.  The  entire 
area  surrounding  the  de Young,  especially  in  the  heavily  populated  sites  such  as  JFK  Drive, 
needs  to  have  base  level  wind  measurements  made  during  that  time  of  day  when  the  wind 
comes  up  (often  in  the  afternoon  around  2PM).  Wind  engineers  then  need  to  evaluate  the 
potential  effects  of  the  expanding  tower  at  160  feet,  including  effects  to  observers  within  the 
tower  and  ground  level  visitors. 

The  true  mitigation  for  the  problem  of  wind  in  the  Park  created  by  the  tower  is  to  eliminate  the 
tower  from  the  design  or  to  lower  the  height  of  the  tower  to  the  height  of  the  current  tower. 
(Pinky  Drosten  Kushner,  Board  Member,  Inner  Sunset  Park  Neighbors) 

Response 

The  Initial  Study,  DEIR  pp.  A.16-A.17,  discusses  potential  wind  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  concludes  that  those  effects  would  not  be  considered  significant.  That  conclusion 
is  based  on  Wind  Impact  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  New  deYoung  Museum  Project,  San 
Francisco,  cited  in  Note  1,  p.  A. 30  of  the  Initial  Study.  As  is  the  case  elsewhere  in  San 
Francisco,  Golden  Gate  Park  is  subject  to  windy  conditions.  For  purposes  of  the  Initial  Study 
conclusions,  the  cited  evaluation  found  that  the  proposed  design  would  not  be  expected  to 
create  hazardous  wind  conditions,  defined  as  winds  that  would  make  it  difficult  to  maintain 
balance,  with  gusts  that  can  blow  a  person  over.  Severe  wind  storms,  as  occurred  in  1995  and 
destroyed  trees  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  throughout  San  Francisco,  would  not  in  themselves  be 
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affected  by  the  proposed  tower.  The  proposed  building  is  not  expected  to  increase  wind  at  the 
site  or  contribute  to  the  severity  of  storms.  The  observation  area  of  the  Educational  Tower 
would  be  an  enclosed  interior  space,  and  would  not  expose  visitors  directly  to  outside  wind 
conditions. 

No  further  analysis  of  wind  conditions  is  necessary  for  the  EIR. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Construction  Effects 


Comments 


Our  project  is  currently  one  year  —14  months  to  be  exact  —  under  construction,  and  will 
complete  in  July  of  2002,  as  far  as  construction,  and  we  had  hoped  to  open  up  in  the  fall  of 
2002.  And  the  reason  I  mention  that  schedule  is  because  it  relates  to  one  comment  that  we 
wish  to  ask  for  with  respect  to  the  EIR  for  the  DeYoung  Museum. 

The  schedules  of  all  the  projects  have  an  overlap,  and  we  feel  that,  while  we  have  been 
working  very  cooperatively  with  the  staff  of  the  DeYoung  to  deal  with  that  overlap,  it  would 
be  beneficial  to  have,  as  part  of  the  official  record  in  the  EIR,  a  recognition  that  there  are  some 
potential  effects  from  construction  at  the  DeYoung  site  that  could  have  an  impact  on  the 
overlap  of  our  occupancy  of  the  space  at  the  Asian  Art  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
schedule  calls  for  the  DeYoung  to  start  hazardous  material  removal  in  mid-2001 ,  in  their 
portion  of  the  building,  and  will  still  be  open  to  the  public.  And  then  in  the  beginning  of  2002, 
while  we'll  be  closed  to  the  public,  the  DeYoung  will  start  demolishing  their  portion  of  the 
building.  And  we  will  be  in  the  building  through  near  the  end  of  2002  .  .  .  [W]e  feel  confident 
that  the  construction  process  will  adequately  abate  or  mitigate  effects  on  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
from  noise,  from  dust,  from  dirt,  from  vibration.  However,  there  is  no  recognition  of  this 
potential  problem  in  the  EIR,  and  we  would  like  to  request  that  it  be  recognized,  and  that 
mitigation  measures  be  ascribed  to  deal  with  those  situations,  if  unexpected  conditions  should 
arise.  (Jim  Killoran,  Project  Director,  New  Asian  Art  Museum  Commission) 

Page  3  of  the  Summary,  under  section  B.  Main  Environmental  Effects  states  the  de Young 
Museum  project  would  not  have  any  effects  on  cultural  resources.  The  de  Young  Museum  and 
the  Asian  have  discussed,  and  agreed  upon,  the  schedule  outlined  on  page  14.  However,  it 
should  be  noted  that  this  schedule  does  lead  the  Asian  Art  Museum  to  cease  its  operation  to  the 
public  earlier  than  we  had  desired.  The  de  Young  closure  in  December,  2000,  will  lead  many 
of  the  general  public  to  believe  the  Asian  is  closed,  as  well,  when  in  fact,  the  Asian  will 
continue  to  be  open  to  the  public  until  early  October,  2001.  Moreover,  the  de  Young  closure 
will  require  modifications  to  the  existing  building  to  prepare  a  new  security  command  center 
and  a  new  loading  dock  in  order  for  the  Asian  to  continue  to  operate,  and  those  costs  are  to  be 
covered  by  the  de  Young. 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  currently  anticipates  construction  on  our  new  Civic  Center  facility  will 
be  complete  by  June  30,  2002,  and  the  process  of  moving  art  and  staff  out  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  facility  will  take  four  to  six  months.  It  should  be  noted  in  the  schedule  outlined  on  page 
14  that  the  de  Young  project  anticipates  beginning  hazardous  waste  removal  in  the  third  quarter 
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of  2001,  while  the  Asian  is  still  open  to  the  public.  Moreover,  demolition  of  the  de Young  is 
scheduled  to  begin  in  early  2002  when  the  fragile  art  collections  and  the  staff  of  the  Asian  are 
still  in  the  Golden  Gate  Park  building.  We  ask  that  the  EIR  define  the  measures  to  be  taken  to 
mitigate  the  possible  damaging  effects  of  dirt,  noise,  and  vibration  on  the  collections  and  staff 
of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  while  we  are  still  occupying  the  building  or  engaged  in  moving  out 
of  the  building.  (Emily  J.  Sano,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum  of  San  Francisco) 

The  project  adjoins  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music,  which  are 
considered  contributing  features  of  the  historic  landscape  of  the  Park.  Additionally,  mature 
and  scenic  trees  surround  the  construction,  which  are  integral  to  the  historic  park  landscape 
and  screening  of  the  Educational  Tower.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  potential  impacts  to  the 
structural  integrity  of  structures  and  mature  and  scenic  trees  related  to  the  construction  activity, 
grading  and  earth  movement.  The  DEIR  should  identify  these  sensitive  resources,  evaluate  the 
potential  impacts  these  structures  and  landscapes  may  experience  related  to  earth  movement 
and  grading,  and  provide  appropriate  mitigation  measures  for  their  protection.  Tree  protection 
guidelines  should  eventually  be  included  in  the  contractual  specifications.  (Suggested  tree 
protection  measures  are  attached.)  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and 
Park  Department) 

Response 

Construction  activities  for  the  proposed  project,  including  demolition,  excavation  and 
structural  work,  would  incorporate  measures  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  on  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  prior  to  its  relocation  to  the  Civic  Center.  Industry  standard  good  construction 
practices  will  address  all  concerns  raised  and  such  practices  would  be  a  requirement  of  the 
construction  contract(s): 

a.  Demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  would  be  conducted  using  equipment  that 
would  niinimize  vibrations.  The  demolition  schedule  has  been  extended  to  allow 
ample  time  for  such  operations  and  is  estimated  to  take  between  3  and  4  months 
due  to  the  careful  deconstruction  or  demolition  of  each  of  the  structures. 
Vibrations  related  to  the  demolition  of  the  de  Young  Museum  and  Asian  Art 
Museum  (AAM)  are  not  anticipated  to  have  any  impact  on  the  Tea  Garden's 
landscape  or  structures  or  the  Spreckels  Temple  of  Music  (see  d,  e,  f,  and  g 
below). 

b.  The  existing  structures  are  1-2  story  structures,  with  the  exception  of  the  tower. 
Separate  processes  would  be  used  for  the  tower  to  include,  separation  of  the  tower 
from  other  structures  so  no  transference  of  vibration  through  the  structures  would 
occur.  The  tower  would  be  removed  in  stages  from  the  top  down  to  minimize 


1999.455E 

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT 


C&R.118 


EJP  10296-00 
NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Mitigation  Measures 


vibration.  No  explosives  would  be  used.  The  construction  contract  would  require 
vibration  monitoring  during  all  demolition  and  excavation  activities. 

c.  The  first  seven  structures  of  the  current  de Young  Museum  would  be  taken  down 
first  so  that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  wing  can  continue  to  be  used.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  close  to  the  public  in  November  2001  and 
commence  its  pack  up  and  other  preparations  for  its  move  to  the  Civic  Center  in 
summer  2002.  Pursuant  to  this  schedule,  the  major  demolition  activities  would 
occur  after  the  AAM  is  closed  to  the  public.  The  schedule  provides  the  AAM 
with  several  months  to  pack  up  and  secure  all  sensitive  art  objects  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  major  demolition.  In  addition,  they  would  have  additional  time 
in  which  to  complete  pack-up  prior  to  the  progress  of  demolition  reaching  the 
walls  occurring  immediately  adjacent  to  the  AAM  wing.  Seismic  engineers  have 
determined  that  the  anticipated  vibrations  would  be  far  less  than  might  be 
experienced  in  even  minor  earthquakes  so  standard  museum  practices  for  securing 
the  collections  would  be  adequate. 

d.  Demolition  of  the  AAM  wing  would  be  conducted  with  the  same  construction 
methods  as  the  de  Young  buildings  to  minimize  vibrations.  A  construction  barrier 
would  be  erected  between  the  AAM  and  the  Tea  Garden  to  protect  the  trees  and 
shrubs  directly  adjacent  to  the  construction  site. 

e.  The  New  de  Young  Museum  would  be  constructed  approximately  190  feet  from 
the  current  fence  of  the  Tea  Garden.  Excavation  for  the  new  construction  would 
not  impact  the  Tea  Garden  due  to  this  distance.  The  construction  barrier  would 
remain  in  place  to  protect  the  Tea  Garden  from  general  construction  activities. 

f.  The  new  museum  would  be  constructed  approximately  300  feet  from  the 
Bandshell.  Excavation  for  the  new  construction  would  not  affect  the  Bandshell. 
Construction  activities  would  be  within  the  project  site,  across  Tea  Garden  Drive 
from  the  Bandshell. 

g.  Excavation  would  be  conducted  using  shoring  rather  than  open  cutting  to  limit 
impacts  on  the  surrounding  site  landscaping. 

As  discussed  on  DEIR  pp.  A.27-A.2&,  "[i]n  addition  to  local,  state  and  federal  requirements 
for  handling  hazardous  materials  and  soil  and  ground  water  containing  chemical  contaminants, 
the  project  sponsor  would  enter  into  a  voluntary  remedial  action  agreement  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq." 
Such  an  agreement  would  require  the  project  sponsor  to  undertake,  at  a  minimum,  the 
mitigation  measures  outlined  on  pp.  A.27-A.28,  as  well  as  any  additional  requirements 
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imposed  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  to  avoid  public  health  hazards  which  may  result 
from  hazardous  waste  removal  at  the  project  site  during  all  phases  of  demolition  and 
construction. 


Please  see  also  the  following  response  to  comments,  below,  regarding  tree  and  landscape 
protection. 

Tree  Protection 


Comments 


The  mitigation  section  should  include  a  planting  plan  for  replanting  of  trees  that  will  serve  to 
screen  the  tower  and  reduce  its  impact  on  adjacent  naturalistic  parkland.  .  . 

Page  13  -  The  DEIR  identifies  the  need  for  a  future  tree  survey  to  identify  impacts  and  provide 
recommendations  for  tree  protection,  safety  and  removal.  Protection  and  the  safety  of  scenic 
trees  and  landscapes  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIR  and  specific  mitigation  measures  should 
be  included  in  the  document. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  museum  is  conducting  a  study  by  a  qualified  arborist  to 
determine  the  size,  relative  health  and  sustainability  of  the  trees  within  the  construction  zone 
and  excavation  area  of  the  museum.  The  report  should  provide  recommendations  for  tree 
protection  and  determine  what  trees  may  need  to  be  removed  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The 
tree  report  should  also  evaluate  the  overall  age  and  life  remaining  in  each  tree  to  determine  if 
these  landscape  elements  can  continue  to  act  as  a  major  screening  element  of  the  proposed 
tower. 

It  should  be  noted  that  protection  of  the  scenic  and  mature  trees  is  a  major  element  for  the 
visual  analysis  of  the  education  tower.  The  visual  analysis  assumes  that  the  trees  surrounding 
the  museum  will  be  retained  and  will  screen  this  element.  Without  knowing  for  sure  if  these 
trees  can  be  protected  or  whether  or  not  they  will  be  removed  as  a  result  of  grading  and 
excavation,  the  visual  assessment  and  assumptions  for  screening  of  the  tower  should  analyze 
visual  impacts  without  the  trees. 

The  protection  of  adjoining  historic  structures  (i.e.  Japanese  Tea  Garden  and  Spreckels  Temple 
of  Music,  aka  the  bandstand),  should  be  mentioned  in  this  section,  as  it  discusses  excavation 
and  grading  in  close  proximity  to  these  historic  structural  and  landscape  resources.  .  . 
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Page  14  -  The  project  schedule  should  identify  the  time  period  when  excavation  and  grading 
will  occur.  If  grading  and  excavation  occur  in  the  winter,  special  safeguards  must  be 
employed  to  protect  adjoining  park  landscapes  from  erosion,  as  well  as  those  safeguards  which 
will  protect  significant  and  mature  trees.  .  . 

Page  86  -  The  DEIR  should  include  mitigation  measures  for  tree  protection,  protection  of 
sensitive  landscapes  (Japanese  Tea  Garden),  and  vibration  protection  for  adjoining  historic 
structures.  The  DEIR  should  provide  mitigation  for  re-use  of  vegetation  and  historic  elements 
of  the  existing  museum  in  the  new  project.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager, 
Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

No  significant  impacts  to  trees  or  historic  landscape  areas  are  identified  and  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required;  however,  the  project  would  include  elements  related  to  tree  protection. 
As  discussed  on  DEIR  p.  13,  "the  project  would  include  development  and  implementation  of  a 
landscaping/restoration  plan  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department, 
consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan.  The  proposed  project  would  include 
retention  of  the  naturalistic  plantings  including  an  existing  earth  berm,  with  a  row  of  mature 
trees  atop  it  along  the  north  edge  of  the  project  site  along  Kennedy  Drive  behind  the  existing 
parking  lot.  Smaller  trees  and  shrubs  covering  the  area  between  the  earth  berm  and  the 
sidewalk  on  Kennedy  Drive  and  along  the  western  edge  of  Kennedy  Drive  would  be  retained 
or  replaced.  Existing  trees  on  the  site  would  be  saved,  relocated  or  replaced,  as  determined  by 
a  tree  survey  of  the  project  site  and  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 
The  palm  grove  would  be  retained  with  the  project." 

As  part  of  this  landscape  plan,  the  de Young  Museum  has  retained  an  arborist/horticulturalist 
recommended  by  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  to  prepare  a  tree  survey  and  tree 
protection  procedures  to  be  incorporated  into  the  contract  for  project  construction.  To  date, 
consultations  with  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  and  the  arborist  have  not  identified 
any  major  mature  trees,  including  those  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Educational  Tower,  that  cannot 
be  protected  during  construction  or,  in  the  case  of  the  historic  palms,  removed  and  returned. 
Tree  protection  methods  would  include  methodologies  appropriate  to  both  the  type  and  location 
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of  tree  as  well  as  the  anticipated  construction  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  trees  to  be 
retained.  Standard  methodologies  might  include  fencing,  shoring,  root  protection  and 
watering.  Excavation  would  be  conducted  using  shoring  of  the  existing  grades  and  therefore 
would  have  less  impact  than  other  methods  on  the  surrounding  landscape.  The  landscape  plans 
have  been  and  would  continue  to  be  created  in  coordination  and  consultation  with  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff. 

In  addition,  the  de Young  Museum  staff  have  consulted  with  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
staff,  who  have  provided  information  on  preferred  species  for  new  tree  plantings  that  would 
enhance  the  existing  canopy,  replace  non-healthy  specimens,  or  otherwise  be  consistent  with 
the  objectives  of  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  comments,  above,  regarding  potential  construction  effects  on 
trees,  landscaping  and  adjacent  historic  resources. 

Comment 

Page  82  -  Mitigation:  The  DEIR  indicates  that  in  order  to  mitigate  2015  traffic  conditions,  that 
an  additional  lane  and  right-of-way  would  be  required  at  the  intersection  of  Tea  Garden/8th 
Avenue.  However,  this  mitigation  measure  should  assess  the  potential  impacts  that  this  right- 
of-way  expansion  would  have  to  the  historic  8th  Avenue  entry  to  the  park. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  DEIR  p.  82,  identifies  measures  to  improve  cumulative 
transportation  effects  at  the  Fulton  Street/Eighth  Avenue  intersection.  The  measure  assumes 
Eighth  Avenue  to  be  the  primary  vehicle  entrance  to  the  area  under  Garage  Assumption  A.  It 
is  not  a  mitigation  for  de  Young  Museum  project  effects.  The  measure  notes  that  "to  create 
sufficient  right-of-way  for  these  measures,  it  would  be  necessary  to  remove  on-street  parking  at 
the  northbound  and  westbound  approaches.  It  should  be  noted  that  on-street  parking  along 
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Eighth  Avenue  within  the  park  may  be  eliminated  in  conjunction  with  the  Music  Concourse 
Garage,  resulting  in  sufficient  right-of-way  for  the  additional  northbound  travel  lane."  Garage 
Assumption  A  is  only  one  garage  scenario  that  may  or  may  not  be  implemented.  In  addition, 
the  identified  mitigation  measure  could  be  implemented  without  changing  the  existing 
configuration  of  the  Eighth  Avenue  entrance  to  Golden  Gate  Park,  if  curb  parking  were 
eliminated. 
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ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative  Design 


Comments 


Alternatives  should  be  presented  to  show  various  tower  options.  In  one  alternative,  the  tower 
should  be  relocated,  perhaps  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  building  (closer  to  Tea  Garden 
Drive,  just  south  of  Kennedy  Drive).  That  alternative  should  show  the  distance  between  the 
tower  at  this  location  and  Kennedy  Drive,  and  the  shortest  distance  between  the  northeast 
corner  and  Kennedy  Drive. 

Another  alternative  would  be  to  consider  a  tower  of  reduced  size,  height  and  bulk.  This  option 
should  also  be  evaluated  within  the  context  of  the  Park's  historic  landscape,  visual  impacts  and 
light  and  glare  impacts.  (Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park 
Department) 

INADEQUATE  ALTERNATIVES 

An  EIR  is  also  required  to  identify  alternatives  to  the  project  and  areas  of  controversy.  This 
EIR  does  little  of  either. 

The  alternatives  it  discusses  include  A)  not  rebuilding  the  de  Young  at  all,  B)  reusing  the 
existing  buildings,  or  C)  moving  the  de  Young  to  one  of  four  other  locations.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  alternatives  beyond  four  locations,  and  there  is  no  mention  of  downsizing  or 
removing  the  high-rise. 

RECOMMENDATION  #5:  Include  at  least  three  other  options:  downsizing  the  high-rise  to  a 
tower,  eliminating  the  high-rise,  redesigning  the  entire  structure.  (Joe  Fusco,  Chairman, 
People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

Response 

The  comments  request  that  the  DEIR  review  alternative  project  designs  for  the  New  de  Young 
Museum,  including  alternative  locations  or  sizes  for  the  Educational  Tower.  Chapter  VI, 
Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project,  DEIR  p.  88,  notes  that: 


"As  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  the  Draft  EIR  does  not  identify  project-specific 
significant  environmental  effects,  and  there  would  be  no  significant  adverse 
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effects  of  the  proposed  project  that  could  only  be  reduced  or  eliminated  by 
selection  of  an  alternative  project  design,  size,  or  location." 

Section  III.B,  Visual  Quality,  and  Section  III.C,  Shadows,  do  not  identify  any  significant 
adverse  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  design  including  the  Educational  Tower.  Therefore, 
Chapter  VI  does  not  include  design  alternatives,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  address  such 
alternatives  herein.  Alternatives  that  would  not  substantially  lessen  significant  environmental 
impacts  are  not  required  to  be  analyzed.  Nonetheless,  project  design  would  be  subject  to 
further  review  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco,  who 
would  consider  the  information  in  the  DEIR,  including  these  Comments  and  Responses, 
regarding  project  design.  The  alternatives  discussed  present  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives 
to  the  project. 

Re-use  of  Existing  Museum  Building 
Comment 

S.14  -  Alternatives:  The  discussion  of  alternatives  should  mention  the  possibility  that  another 
civic  tenant  might  be  found  for  the  Music  Concourse,  should  the  de  Young  choose  to  relocate. 
(Elizabeth  Goldstein,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

Alternative  C:  Alternative  Locations  Considered,  DEIR  pp.  92-93,  outlines  locations  outside 
Golden  Gate  Park  considered  during  the  museum  planning  process.  As  discussed  on  pp.  92-93, 
those  sites  are  no  longer  available.  In  addition,  the  community  strongly  preferred  that  the 
de  Young  stay  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  FAMSF  objectives  include  rebuilding  the  museum  in 
the  park;  therefore,  the  DEIR  does  not  discuss  re-use  of  the  existing  site  by  another  institution. 
During  the  site  study  conducted  by  the  project  sponsor,  no  civic  uses  for  the  existing  buildings 
were  identified  and  no  potential  users  made  themselves  known.  For  purposes  of  the  DEIR,  an 
effort  to  analyze  such  a  possibility  would  be  speculation  as  to  the  nature  and  scale  of  such  use. 
Such  a  use,  however,  would  likely  involve  the  substantial  upgrade  of  the  existing  buildings  as 
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outlined  on  DEIR  p.  91,  or  some  level  of  new  construction.  Any  change  in  use  and  its  related 
construction  would  have  the  potential  to  have  some  impacts  on  the  environment.  These  effects 
could  be  similar  to  or  less  than  those  analyzed  with  the  proposed  project  as  the  existing 
buildings  provide  less  space  than  the  proposed  project.  As  identified  in  the  DEIR,  p.  90,  loss 
of  the  de Young  either  due  to  closure  or  relocation  "would  be  considered  inconsistent  with  the 
Golden  Gate  Master  Plan  and  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan.  .  . " 


Comments 


Who,  reading  this  report,  will  ever  know  another  solution  is  possible  when  the  analysis  of  the 
only  other  feasible  solution  mentioned,  Alternate  B,  was  completely  ignored.  The  criteria  for 
an  educated  comparison  is  absent.  My  comments  offer  a  glimpse  of  what  Alternative  B  could 
be  and  question  various  report  findings.  Alternative  B,  Reuse  of  Existing  Museum  Building. 
The  de  Young  Museum  received  an  extremely  brief  analysis,  mostly  of  structural  and  material 
problems.  Missing  were  its  architectural  qualities,  historical  merits,  positive  effects  on  the 
Music  Concourse  and  visitors  and  its  potentials  for  expansion.  Were  these  explored  this  report 
may  have  reached  a  different  conclusion.    There  is  tremendous  value  in  maintaining  our 
historical  heritage,  especially  in  an  historic  park.  (Walter  C.  Kocian) 

The  inadequate  analysis  in  the  DEIR  of  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area  makes  it  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  evaluate  and  compare  the  impacts  of  the  project  and  project  alternatives  on 
historical  resources.  In  addition,  the  DEIR  fails  to  identify  an  environmentally  superior 
alternative,  fails  to  explain  which  objectives  would  not  be  met  by  specific  alternatives  and 
why,  and  fails  to  make  any  findings  regarding  the  feasibility  of  alternatives.  However,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  OHP  that  either  Alternative  B:  Reuse  of  Existing  Museum  Buildings  or 
Alternative  C:  Alternative  Locations  would  meet  most  of  the  project  objectives  and,  according 
to  the  DEIR,  are  not  infeasible. 

In  light  of  the  fact  that  there  appears  to  be  feasible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  demolition  and 
new  construction,  the  OHP  recommends  that  this  project  not  be  approved.  The  California 
Legislature  has  codified  its  intent  to  make  the  primary  point  of  the  CEQA  process  the 
development  of  feasible  alternatives  and  mitigations  to  avoid  significant  environmental  effects, 
so  that  public  agencies  should  apply  the  analysis  gleaned  from  the  process  and  "should  not 
approve  a  project"  if  feasible  alternatives  and  mitigations  are  not  first  adopted.  (PRC,  Section 
21002)  Additionally,  Section  21002.1  of  the  Public  Resources  Code  provides  in  mandatory 
language  that  agencies  "shall  mitigate  or  avoid  the  significant  effects  on  the  environment  of 
projects  .  .  .  whenever  it  is  feasible  to  do  so." 

CEQA  commentators  agree  that  in  light  of  the  above  mandates  CEQA  is  not  just  a  procedural 
statute  but  contains  a  "substantive  mandate"  that  agencies  must  adopt  feasible  alternatives  that 
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can  substantially  lessen  or  avoid  adverse  effects  on  the  environment.  (Remy,  Thomas,  Moose, 
and  Manley,  Guide  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  Solano  Press  Books, 
(10th  ed.  1999),  pages  2-3,  citing  PRC,  Section  21001;  CCR,  Sections  15002(a)(3), 
15021(a)(2),  15041(a),  15063(c)(2),  15091(a),  15093,  15096(g),  15126(c)  and  (d),  15364, 
15370,  and  Sierra  Club  v.  State  Board  of  Forestry  (1994)  7  Cal^*  1215,  1233.)  The  CEB 
publication,  Practice  Under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  concedes  that  CEQA  has 
"limited,  but  important,  substantive  provisions.  The  primary  substantive  requirement  is  that 
agencies  must  avoid  or  reduce  environmental  harm  by  adopting  feasible  project  alternatives  or 
mitigation  measures."  (Kostka  and  Zischke,  Practice  under  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act,  CEB,  Vol.  1,  Section  1.19,  page  16) 

Additionally,  the  California  Supreme  Court  agrees  with  the  finding  that  CEQA  has  critical 
substantive  requirements.  For  example,  in  Mountain  Lion  Foundation  v.  Fish  &  Game 
Commission  (1997)  16  Cal.4*  105,  the  State  Supreme  Court  found  that  "a  public  agency 
must  .  .  .  consider  measures  that  might  mitigate  a  project's  adverse  environmental  impact,  and 
adopt  them  if  feasible."  (Id.  at  124)  The  Court  further  reiterated  "CEQA's  substantive 
mandate  that  public  agencies  refrain  from  approving  projects  for  which  there  are  feasible 
alternatives  or  mitigation  measures."  (Id.  at  134)  As  further  supported  in  Sierra  Club  v.  Gilroy 
City  Council  (1990)  222  Cal.App.3rd  30,  41,  "CEQA  contains  substantive  provisions  with 
which  agencies  must  comply .  The  most  important ...  is  the  provision  requiring  agencies  to 
deny  approval  of  a  project  with  significant  adverse  effects  when  feasible  alternatives  or  feasible 
mitigation  measures  can  substantially  lessen  such  effects."  Although  these  and  most  other 
CEQA  cases  deal  with  natural  resources,  their  findings  do  apply  to  historical  resources  as  well. 
(Daniel  Abeyta,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office) 

Response 

The  comments  assume  that  the  existing  museum  buildings  are  significant  cultural  resources, 
the  demolition  of  which  would  be  a  significant  adverse  impact,  and  suggest  that  more  serious 
consideration  be  given  to  mitigation  measures  and  alternatives.  The  comments  appear  to 
conclude  that  Alternative  B:  Reuse  of  Existing  Buildings  is  the  environmentally  superior 
alternative  and  should  be  selected  by  the  decision-makers  to  avoid  this  impact. 

Please  see  the  response,  p.  C&R.74  herein,  which  discuss  the  DEIR  conclusion  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  cultural  resources.  Because  the 
DEIR  and  these  Comments  and  Responses  conclude  that  the  existing  museum  buildings  would 
not  be  considered  a  cultural  resource,  the  DEIR  does  not  identify  Alternative  B  as  an 
environmentally  superior  alternative  that  would  reduce  or  avoid  impacts  on  a  significant 
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cultural  resource  as  noted  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sections  15126.6(e)(2).  Moreover,  this  section 
of  the  Guidelines  provides  for  identification  of  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  among 
the  other  alternatives;  in  this  case,  Alternative  B  is  the  only  alternative  analyzed  in  the  EIR,  as 
Alternative  C  relates  to  the  alternative  sites  considered. 

The  comments  citing  CEQA  statutes  and  guidelines  regarding  adoption  of  feasible  alternatives 
to  avoid  significant  environmental  effects  are  noted,  consistent  with  CEQA  Guidelines 
Sections  15126.6(a).  They  would  apply  only  if  feasible  alternatives  would  avoid  significant 
effects,  and  would  not  be  relevant  in  this  case.  The  DEIR  includes  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives,  to  foster  informal  decision-making  and  public  participation.  Alternative  B  would 
not  avoid  a  significant  environmental  impact;  it  would  contribute  to  cumulative  traffic,  as 
would  the  proposed  project. 

As  stated  above  in  the  response  on  p.  C&R.124,  project  design  would  be  subject  to  further 
review  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco,  who  would 
consider  the  information  in  the  DEIR,  including  these  Comments  and  Responses,  regarding 
project  design  or  alternatives. 
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Comments 


I  want  to  support  the  new  design  of  the  New  De Young  with  regards  to  the  EIR.  I  feel  that  it 
offers  ~  this  museum  and  its  design  ~  offers  more  exhibition  space,  and  additionally  more  park 
space,  and  the  uplifting  opportunity  to  view  the  park  as  never  before  ~  all  this  in  a  safe  and 
[asthetically]  complimentary  -  yet  overlooking  design  for  the  park  and  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco.  (Danny  Leone) 

We  do  want  to  also  state  that  we  support  the  EIR  and  the  project,  and  we  feel  confident  that 
things  will  progress  smoothly  between  the  two  organizations.  (Jim  Killoran,  Project  Director, 
New  Asian  Art  Commission) 

First  of  all,  I  have  read  this  EIR.  It  is  one  of  my  favorite  pastimes  —  is  reading  EIR's;  I  really 
enjoy  them.  This  particular  EIR  is  a  very,  very  simple  one,  and  basically  it  concludes  that 
there  is  no  negative  impact  to  worry  about,  and  those  few  impacts  that  there  are  can  be  dealt 
with  in  a  very  simple  way. 

I  have  often  thought  that  we  should  have  some  other  terminology.  Instead  of  "negative 
impact,"  it  should  be  "positive  impact,"  because  in  fact,  this  project  will  have  a  positive  impact 
on  the  park  and  on  the  arts.  And  then  of  course  you  know  that  it  is  always  the  art  in  all  these 
discussions  that  gets  lost,  but  that's  why  the  museum  is  there. 

And  what  we  hope  will  happen  in  the  end  is  that  there  will  be  the  most  beautiful  vehicle  for 
that  art,  for  the  public  to  come  and  see.  And  of  course  that  art  is  owned  by  the  city;  the  people 
of  this  city. 

So  I  encourage  you  to  move  this  project  along,  and  certify  the  EIR,  as  soon  as  possible. 
(T oby  Levine) 

I  stand  here  before  you  today  to  tell  you  that  we  support  completely  the  new  design  of  the 
De  Young  Museum,  and  especially  the  tower  for  children  of  San  Francisco. 

We  would  like  through  this  to  expand  our  ability  to  serve  our  children  through  the  programs  at 
the  De  Young.  Many  of  us  in  this  room  remember  being  a  child,  and  going  to  that  museum, 
with  a  field  trip,  or  with  our  teacher,  or  with  our  parents,  to  see  the  educational  things. 

In  the  past  years  the  museum  has  done,  to  the  best  of  their  ability,  a  way  of  giving  us  —  and  the 
field  trips  of  the  students  —  so  that  they  can  study  the  American  history  through  the  American 
galleries;  so  they  can  see  the  art  of  the  new  world;  so  they  can  see  the  furniture  of  the  families 
that  they  came  from. 
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The  Board  of  Education  Tuesday  evening  unanimously  passed  a  resolution  to  support  the 
children  of  the  San  Francisco  schools,  both  public  and  private,  to  get  into  a  way  of  through- 
curriculum,  and  through  a  way  to  find  ways  to  get  donations  from  the  children  themselves,  to 
provide  monies  for  this  tower. 

Now  we  all  know  that  children  giving  a  quarter  or  so  of  money  is  not  going  to  build  a  tower, 
but  it  is  going  to  give  San  Francisco  a  way,  as  they  did  in  New  York,  with  the  Statue  of 
Liberty  years  ago,  to  empower  their  children,  and  empower  ours  here,  to  find  a  way  to  show 
that  they  are  part  of  this  process  with  it. 

The  De Young  Museum  has  been  the  home,  for  the  past  14  years,  of  the  Annual  Youth  Arts 
Festival.  The  park  venue  has  offered  our  teachers  field  trips,  not  only  to  see  the  thousand 
pieces  of  art  and  sculpture  that  we  show  from  the  schools,  but  because  it  is  a  part  of  the  park, 
and  it  is  right  there  —  that  we  can  take  part  of  the  band  concourse  space;  that  we  can  have 
hands-on  activities;  that  we  can  have  the  things  that  the  teachers  love,  and  the  places  to 
bring  their  children. 

As  I  drove  down  to  this  meeting  today,  I  thought  of  the  word  "symbolism"  in  San  Francisco. 
San  Francisco  is  known  for  many  things:  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  where  you  can  see  a 
beautiful  view  of  the  city;  the  Transamerica  tower,  to  see  that  view. 

Now  we  have  a  symbol  of  not  only  the  love  of  the  arts  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  —  a  tower 
that  shows  that  it  is  part  of  the  symbolism  —  but  a  way  for  our  children  to  see  the  area  around 
that  the  De  Young  Museum  encompasses  ~  so  that  the  park  that  is  so  well  known  around  the 
world,  that  John  McLaren  spent  so  many  hours  planning,  could  be  seen  from  another  view, 
and  be  another  symbol  of  the  heart  of  San  Francisco.  (Sally  Ann  Ryan,  Arts  Supervisor, 
San  Francisco  Unified  School  District) 

[The  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond]  is  the  largest  neighborhood  organization  in  the 
city,  and  some  two  thousand  households  in  the  Richmond  consider  the  Golden  Gate  Park  our 
front  yard,  and  so  we  are  mightily  concerned  with  the  De  Young  Museum. 

The  present  building  is  no  longer  adequate  for  items  on  display  or  restoration,  or  the  functions 
for  education;  spatial  use;  seismic;  and  everything  else.  I  think  this  is  a  given.  (Ron  Miguel, 
President,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond) 

The  New  De  Young  in  the  EIR  needs  to  be  set  into  the  context  of  the  whole  design  of  the 
process  we're  moving  on.  The  process  by  which  it  was  designed,  and  the  process  by  which 
the  community  and  public  has  been  involved  I  find  has  been  a  highly  professional  process,  and 
likewise,  the  product  of  the  design  for  the  De  Young  is  a  highly  professional  accomplishment. 

The  EIR  is  just  one  more  example  of  this  very  professional  process.  I  speak  in  support  of 
it.  .  . 
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And  now  I'll  just  speak  also  as  a  citizen,  and  as  a  father  of  a  five-year-old  boy,  who  every 
Saturday  and  Sunday,  when  I  ask  Eli,  "What  do  you  want  to  do  today?"  he  says,  "I  want  to  go 
to  a  museum. " 

And  this  museum  is  really  going  to  be  one  of  the  great  museums  of  San  Francisco,  that  is  not 
only  environmentally  friendly,  park  friendly,  but  very,  very  child  friendly.  (John  Loomis, 
Chair  of  the  Architectural  Program,  California  College  of  Arts  and  Crafts) 

I  am  here  to  say  ~  and  to  remind  the  commissioners  —  that  although  the  De Young  bond 
measure  was  narrowly  defeated  twice,  a  lot  of  people  ~  that  is,  more  than  the  majority  —  it 
was  very  narrowly  defeated;  we  almost  got  two-thirds  —  but  a  majority  of  people  voted  to  tax 
themselves  to  rebuild  it  right  in  the  park. 

And  this  measure  was  supported  by  most  neighborhood  organizations,  including  the  Sunset 
Heights  Association  of  Responsible  People,  SPEAK,  and  Golden  Gate  Heights  Neighbors 
Association.  Unfortunately,  I  think  some  people  have  never  reconciled  themselves  to  that 
effect,  so  here  we  are. 

SHARP  has  been  an  early  supporter  of  keeping  the  DeYoung  in  the  park,  and  like  Mr.  Miguel, 
who  considers  Golden  Gate  Park  part  of  his  front  yard,  we  consider  the  eastern  part  of  Golden 
Gate  Park  part  of  our  back  yard. 

In  my  household,  although  I  live  on  7th  and  Lawton,  it  is  nothing  for  us  to  walk  all  the  way 
from  there  to  as  far  as  Stowe  Lake,  as  part  of  our  recreation.  So  when  I  ran  through  the  EIR,  I 
have  no  problem  with  it;  even  the  part  about  the  shadowing  of  the  tower.  .  . 

So  I  have  no  problems  with  the  EIR,  and  I  hope  that  you  will  give  it  the  support  when  it  comes 
before  the  Planning  Commission.  (Chooi  Eng  Grosso) 

I'm  opposed  to  this  project.  .  .This  is  a  proposal  which  is  to  demolish  the  existing  building, 
and  erect  a  new  museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park  which  is  twice  as  large.  There  is  a  present  plan 
to  [inaudible].  .  . 

Also,  there  is  a  proposal  to  increase  the  aisle  exhibition  space  from  37,000  feet  to  75,000  feet. 
A  glass  wall  exterior  is  proposed,  approaching  a  solid  wall  construction  —  which  we  presently 
have  a  solid  wall  construction  —  is  a  better  security  device  for  a  museum.  And  I  think  that  the 
solid  wall  construction  is  a  better  idea. 

The  existing  solid  wall  building  is  strong.  It  was  recently  reinforced  with  [inaudible]  180  foot 
square  -  which  I  understand  is  actually  several  buildings  joined  together,  but  from  the  inside 
you  cannot  tell  this. 
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These  buildings  are  pleasant,  strong  and  popular  with  people.  The  voters  of  this  city  twice 
rejected  the  proposal  to  build  this  structure  in  1996  and  1998.  They  don't  want  the  proposal 
now;  it  is  likely  to  consume  the  park.  .  . 

If  I  were  to  focus  on  me,  instead  of  several  galleries  that  exist,  we  would  make  them  vacant 
and  unused  for  two  years  or  more. 

Many  exhibits  which  are  relatively  small  areas  are  in  poor  taste.  One  exhibit  is  40  framed 
items  suggesting  death,  decay,  old  cloth  and  spider  webs;  just  too  psychotic.  And  other  forms 
of  exhibits  have  also  turned  up. 

We  do  not  want  to  see  the  exhibit  space  of  our  children  they  wouldn't  think  of  putting  there. 
The  existing  galleries  are  compact,  and  arranged  from  large  size  to  relatively  small  size.  We 
have  a  new  museum  in  San  Francisco  in  the  Museum  of  Modern  Art,  which  is  overwired.  A 
visit  there  is  often  unpleasant.  We  do  not  need  to  see  another  building  of  this  type. 

This  museum  has  an  unwise  policy  of  allowing  some  of  the  people  who  cause  trouble  in  town 
to  serve  and  secure  duties  there.  In  fact,  it  replaces  occasional  use  as  a  meeting  place  for 
renegade  groupies. 

We  hear  there  is  a  problem  about  obtaining  insurance  for  exhibits  here.  They  come  to  this 
city,  and  naturally  if  you  have  such  people  in  the  museum,  foreign  exhibits  will  not  want  to 
come  here,  and  the  [insurance]  rates  would  be  high. 

It  is  a  disaster  in  the  making.  (Roger  Brandon) 

If  we  were  in  the  middle  of  Podunk  Junction,  Kansas,  where  they  have  no  hills  —  we,  the  City 
of  San  Francisco,  have  between  40  and  50  hills.  We  don't  need  another  observation  deck.  We 
have  Strawberry  Hill;  we  have  Twin  Peaks;  we  have  a  number  of  hills  from  which  we  can 
view  our  beautiful  city.  .  . 

So  I  ask  you  to  disapprove  of  this  EIR.  (Philip  D.  Carleton,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park) 

With  regard  to  the  proposed  new  tower,  there  is  little  justification  given  for  having  such  a 
tower  as  part  of  the  new  structure,  other  than  that  it  would  be  an  "observation  area."  WHY  IS 
A  HIGH-RISE  OBSERVATION  AREA  NEEDED  AS  A  PART  OF  THIS  MUSEUM, 
ESPECIALLY  IN  VIEW  OF  THE  NEGATIVE  IMPACTS  OF  SUCH  A  STRUCTURE? 

The  desire  is  to  include  a  tower  simply  because  the  existing  structure  has  a  tower  is  certainly 
not  justifiable.  At  least  the  existing  tower  is  topped  by  a  kind  of  pyramid,  following  in  the 
tradition  of  the  Fine  Arts  Building  from  the  1894  Midwinter  Exposition,  which  once  stood  on 
the  site.  That  structure  was  topped  by  a  pyramid  in  keeping  with  the  Egyptian  motif  (which 
included  the  two  sphinxes  in  front).  The  proposed  new  tower  follows  no  such  tradition  and 
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would  be  more  appropriate  as  part  of  a  modern  art  museum.  It  does  not  belong  with  the 
de Young  and  certainly  does  not  belong  in  Golden  Gate  Park!  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

UNDERESTIMATING  CONTROVERSY 

The  controversy  section  downplays  the  opposition  almost  to  nonexistence.  No  mention  is 
made  of  PNdeY,  civic  opposition,  architectural  opposition,  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department's  opposition  (Appendix  B),  political  opposition,  neighborhood  opposition,  park 
users'  opposition,  arts  community  opposition  or  the  general  public's  opposition.  Nor  is  there 
mention  of  opposition  in  the  local  press  or  the  two  national  press  articles  that  have  been  highly 
critical  of  this  project  and  its  architects  (see  attached  appendices  D,  E  and  F).  PNdeY,  which 
has  been  a  focal  point  for  project's  critics  since  October  1999  was  never  consulted  about  the 
EIR's  development,  nor  was  its  letter  on  EIR  scoping  (Appendix  A)  given  due  consideration. 

There  is  also  controversy  about  whether  the  deYoung's  Charter  even  allows  it  to  develop  non- 
museum-related  tourist  attractions  like  a  high-rise  for  taking  in  views. 

Nor  is  there  any  mention  of  neighborhood  opposition.  Sunset/Parkside,  Cole  Valley,  Noe 
Valley,  Telegraph  Hill  associations  and  more  are  against  it.  The  Bicycle  Coalition,  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow,  Neighborhood  Parks  Councils,  Alliance  for  Golden  Gate  Park,  Harvey 
Milk  Democrats,  Japanese  Tea  Garden,  Green  Party,  California  Office  of  Historical 
Preservation  (Appendix  C)  and  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (Appendix  A)  have  all 
expressed  reservations,  if  not  outright  rejected,  this  project  as  a  viable  representation  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Music  Concourse. 

Over  5000  people  have  signed  a  petition  stating,  "I  agree  that  the  proposed  building  is  wrong 
for  Golden  Gate  Park.  Over  40  Architects,  8  of  whom  are  fellows  in  the  AIA  and  two  of 
whom  were  AIA  Chapter  Presidents. 

RECOMMENDATION  #6:  Add  realistic  summary  of  the  project's  opposition.  (Joe  Fusco, 
Chairman,  People  for  a  New  de  Young  Museum) 

We  support  the  P  N  de  Y  position  on  EIR  -  Please  continue  to  do  the  same.  (Marlene  and 
Sam  Rossi) 

We  support  the  draft  EIR  for  the  new  de  Young  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  We  are  very 
gratified  with  the  environmentally  sensitive  design,  with  a  very  unobtrusive  exterior,  designed 
with  a  focus  on  how  the  art  displayed  within  will  be  experienced  by  the  viewers,  rather  than  a 
flamboyant  exterior  design  that  draws  undue  attention  to  itself. 

The  architects  have  created  many  fun  public  spaces  including  the  treehouse  tower,  where 
families  can  experience  the  nature  of  the  western  side  of  San  Francisco  and  have  a  new  view. 
The  de  Young  Museum  has  had  a  tower  for  as  long  as  anyone  alive  can  remember;  but  now  the 
tower  will  be  accessible  (for  free!)  to  all.  Because  the  museum  will  be  pleasurable  and 
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accessible  to  all,  it  will  serve  the  purpose  of  introducing  art  to  people  from  all  walks  of  life  in 
a  welcoming  manner. 

The  design  will  indeed  have  an  impact;  a  subtle  and  fun  to  experience  impact  as  each  person 
tries  the  different  entrances  and  pathways,  and  the  awesome  collections  of  art  from  throughout 
the  world  contained  within. 


The  de Young  Museum  has  always  been  a  precious  treasure  within  the  Golden  Gate  Park  for  all 
visitors  from  near  and  far.  It  is  like  an  anchor  and  a  magnet. 

Because  of  the  diverse  nature  of  the  art  that  it  displays,  it  serves  to  educate  millions  of  visitors 
young  and  old  to  value  and  respect  one  another  and  themselves,  when  they  see  the  intricate, 
spiritual,  sometimes  witty,  sophisticated  art  that  all  cultures  have  created.  The  de  Young 
Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park  is  an  anchor  for  the  tradition  for  which  San  Francisco  is 
renowned:  the  San  Francisco  tradition  to  appreciate,  celebrate,  and  honor  the  arts  of  the  many 
peoples  from  throughout  the  world  that  make  our  city  the  Mecca  of  the  U.S.A. 

The  old  building  is  crumbling.  The  new  building  will  be  seismically  safe,  with  state  of  the  art 
ventilation,  ADA  sensitivity,  climate  control  to  protect  the  art,  and  a  new  design  which 
hearkens  back  to  the  previous,  with  a  contemporary  design  that  is  appropriate  for  our  city  as 
we  begin  the  new  millennium.  Sophisticated.  Understated.  Embracing. 

Please  approve  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Review  as  presented  in  case  file  1999. 455E. 

The  architects  are  to  be  commended  for  modifying  the  design  after  receiving  a  packet 
summarizing  the  results  of  five  years  of  interviews  of  Native  American  elders  from  South, 
Central,  and  North  America  sent  to  them  by  the  Native  American  architects  of  the 
Smithsonian's  National  Museum  of  the  American  Indian.  The  information  included 
architectural  principles  that  respect  Native  American  spiritual  traditions.  Those  principles 
were  incorporated  into  the  design  for  the  new  de  Young  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Please  approve  the  design  for  the  new  de  Young  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park  as  now 
presented  to  you.  (Tomasita  Medal) 

Please  approve  the  draft  EIR  for  the  new  de  Young  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
architects,  Herzog  &  de  Meuron,  have  been  extraordinarily  responsive  to  public  concerns  and 
comments  during  the  past  year,  and  have  designed  a  spectacular  modern  building  which  will 
correct  the  many  terrible  design  flaws  of  the  existing  structure. 

Any  other  contemporary  building  design  could  not  possibly  look  better  than  the  elevations 
which  they  have  produced.  The  present  design  with  its  gently  sloping  roofline  and  muted 
external  cladding,  cleverly  resembles  one  of  the  big  hills  surrounding  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
double  S  shaped  tower  at  the  top  of  this  architectural  "hill"  is  a  stroke  of  genius  -  it  is  a  far 
better  aesthetic  contribution  than  the  existing  de  Young  Museum  tower,  the  design  of  which 


1999.455E  EIP  10296-00 

  C&R.134   

NEW  DEYOUNG  MUSEUM  PROJECT  NOVEMBER  22,  2000 


C.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Comments  on  the  Project 

was  ruined  beyond  repair  when  the  heavily  sculpted  stucco  exterior  wall  treatments  were  torn 
off  very  unadvisedly  in  the  1940s.  I  assume  that  the  last  was  a  misguided  attempt  to  update  the 
existing  building,  which  unfortunately  lost  most  of  its  exterior  charm  as  a  consequence.  The 
new  S  tower  rises  like  an  impossibly  beautiful  rock  formation  from  the  top  &  back  side  of  the 
architectural  "hill." 

I  was  in  San  Diego  last  week,  had  not  heard  of  the  hearing  for  the  new  de Young  design  EIR, 
and  would  not  have  been  able  to  comment  in  person  at  the  hearing  because  of  my  commitments 
down  there.  However,  I  was  very  outraged  by  the  comments  of  Mr.  Philip  Carleton,  reported 
in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  August  25th,  who  describes  future  visitors  to  the  new  de  Young 
Museum  as  "idiots,"  and  appears  to  be  afraid  that  the  present  architectural  design  will  be  a 
success.  This  is  particularly  outrageous  coming  from  the  individual  who  is  largely  responsible 
for  an  immense  segment  of  Golden  Gate  Park  being  fenced  off  as  a  zoo  for  gargantuan  grazing 
animals  of  a  non-threatened  species  -  this  is  the  gratitude  that  he  shows  to  the  City  that  allows 
this  extravagance.  A  zoo  is  a  museum  of  living  animals  which  are  cruelly  fenced  into  pens  for 
the  curiosity  of  humans,  yet  Carleton  has  questioned  other  museum  uses  in  the  G.G.  Park  for 
years. 

The  interior  arrangements  for  the  new  de  Young  Museum  are  a  thousand  times  better  than  what 
is  found  in  the  existing  de  Young  -  the  new  design  is  far  more  sensitive  to  the  Collection  needs, 
the  beautiful  Park  setting,  and  visitor,  student  and  staff  needs. 

From  a  San  Francisco  point-of-view,  not  only  is  this  a  far  more  beautiful  and  practical 
structure,  but  it  is  a  stunning  act  of  generosity  that  the  trustees  and  donors  are  funding  the 
entire  construction. 

I  have  also  been  totally  astounded  by  the  people  like  Mr.  Fusco  who  have  suggested  that  the 
existing,  architecturally  utterly  undistinguished  and  ungainly  de  Young  structure  be  rebuilt. 
Any  such  project  would  be  too  ludicrous  for  pathos,  and  would  thoroughly  disgrace  our 
genuinely  beautiful  city. 

Again,  please  approve  the  inspired,  sensitive  and  delightful  design  for  the  new  de  Young 
Museum  by  Herzog  &  de  Meuron,  and  insure  that  San  Francisco  remains  one  of  the  select 
great  cities  that  offers  recreation  for  the  mind  &  the  body  in  the  same  place.  (John  Barbey) 

My  husband  and  I  have  reviewed  the  EIR  for  the  New  de  Young  Museum  and  wish  to  comment 
favorably  on  it,  and  on  the  process  that  the  Museum  and  the  Architects  have  used  to  assure  that 
the  new  museum  will  be  constructed  with  its  environment  strongly  in  mind. 

We  doubt  that  any  other  building  in  San  Francisco  has  been  so  carefully  designed  to 
interdigitate  with  and  respond  to  its  special  locale,  in  this  case  the  Concourse  of  Golden  Gate 
Park.  It  is  a  design  that  will  literally  let  the  park  into  the  building  and  make  the  building  part 
of  the  park. 
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The  Museum  and  architects  have  actively  solicited  input  from  the  public  and  have  incorporated 
many  ideas  that  were  offered  with  respect  to  its  layout,  its  situation  vis  a  vis  the  Concourse, 
the  Hagiwara  Tea  Garden  and  Kennedy  Drive,  and  its  external  aesthetics.  We  strongly  support 
the  design  as  presented.  (Ann  Lanzerotti,  M.D.  and  Richard  Lanzerotti,  M.D.) 

Response 

The  preceding  group  of  comments  expresses  positions  on  the  proposed  project  itself  including 
DEIR  Section  I.E.,  Areas  of  Controversy  and  Issues  to  be  Resolved,  pp.  S.16-S.17,  which 
notes  that  the  project  is  subject  to  public  discourse  about  the  design  of  the  museum  and  its 
setting  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  They  do  not  directly  raise  questions  on  the  content  and  adequacy 
of  the  EIR.  No  response  is  required. 
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D.    STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


This  section  presents  the  staff-initiated  text  changes  that  have  been  made  to  the  DEIR.  Non- 
substantive typographical  errors  have  been  corrected.  Other  clarifications  or  revisions  are 
noted  as  follows: 


SUMMARY 


The  first  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  S.2,  Section  I,  Summary,  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  project  would  develop  and  implement  a  landscaping/restoration  plan  in  consultation 
with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  consistent  with  the  Golden  Gate  Park  Master 
Plan.  The  landscaping/restoration  plan  would  substantially  increase  landscaped  areas  and 
would  add  two  new  programmatic  elements:  a  sculpture  garden  and  a  children's  garden. 

The  second  sentence  under  Visual  Quality  on  p.  S.4  is  revised  in  the  following  way: 

The  existing  structures  on  the  project  site  range  from  approximately  29  to  40  26  to  42 
feet  in  height,  with  the  de Young  Museum  tower  approximately  125  feet  high  near  the 
museum  entrance  along  Tea  Garden  Drive. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  4,  which  continues  on  p.  6,  is  revised  to  state: 

The  existing  de  Young  Museum  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  are  approximately  29  to  40 
26  to  42  feet  high  with  a  central  125-foot  tower  at  the  entrance  of  the  de  Young  Museum; 
these  structures  front  approximately  500  feet  along  Tea  Garden  Drive  north  of  the  Music 
Concourse. 

Table  1,  DEIR  p.  12,  is  revised  to  show  a  range  of  heights  for  the  existing  buildings.  The 
revised  table  is  shown  on  the  following  page. 
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TABLE  1  [Revised] 
NEW  DeYoung  MUSEUM  PROGRAM  AREA 


Uses 

Existing 

Proposed 

Gallery  and  Exhibition 

5 1  ,UUU  ST 

/J, 000  SI 

Entry  and  Information 

1  C\f\C\  o-f 

/,UUU  St 

15,000  St 

Public  Services 

I  1  C\C\C\  «f 

I I  ,UUU  SI 

11  nr\f\  r.-f 
ZZ,UIHJ  St 

Curatorial,  Conservation,  Administration,  and  Textiles 
Center 

21,000  sf 

34,000  sf 

Education 

7,800  sf 

19,000  sf 

Other  Support  Areas 

146,200  sf 

135,000  sf 

Building  Heights 

26-42  40-feet 

33-48  feet 

125  foot  tower 

160  foot  tower 

Footprint 

136,000  sq.  ft. 

91,600  sq.  ft. 

Parking 

85  staff  spaces 

Total  Museum  Floor  Area 

230,000  sf 

300,000  sf 

Source:  Corporation  of  the  Fine  Arts  Museums  of  San  Francisco 


The  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  13  is  revised  as  follows: 

Excavation  for  the  project  would  be  up  to  approximately  45  25  feet  in  depth  to  provide 
the  full  basement  and  along  the  northeast  portion  of  the  project  in  order  to  allow  natural 
light  to  enter  the  basement  level.  The  existing  basement,  below  grade  on  the  northwest 
portion  of  the  site,  would  be  removed.  The  proposed  project  would  include  excavation  of 
about  65,000  85.000  cu.  yd.  of  soiL  and  would  fill  of  which  about  17,000  cu.  yd.  «f 
would  be  used  to  fill  the  existing  basement  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

LAND  USE,  PLANS  AND  ZONING 

The  fifth  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  18  is  revised  as  follows: 

Buildings  on  the  project  site,  including  the  existing  de Young  Museum  and  the  Asian  Art 
Museum,  are  approximately  40  26  to  42  feet  high. 
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VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  third  sentence  of  the  first  complete  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  28  is  revised  to  state: 

The  existing  de Young  Museum  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  range  from  29  to  40  26  to  42 
feet  high  with  a  central  125-foot  tower  at  the  entrance  of  the  de  Young  Museum;  these 
structures  front  approximately  500  feet  along  Tea  Garden  Drive  north  of  the  Music 
Concourse. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  under  Project  Effects  on  DEIR  p.  34  is  revised  as 
follows: 

The  existing  de  Young  structures  range  from  approximately  29  to  40  26  to  42  feet  in 
height  with  the  de  Young  Museum  tower  approximately  125  feet  high  near  the  museum 
entrance  along  Tea  Garden  Drive  . 

SHADOW 


The  second  full  sentence  at  the  top  of  DEIR  p.  48  is  revised  to  state: 

Similar  shadows  are  cast  by  the  existing  29-foot  to  40-foot  26-foot-high  to  42-foot-high 
building  on  the  project  site,  shown  in  Figures  12-15. 
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